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Mr. President, this amendment is 

sponsored by myself, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG, Senator EXON, and Senator 
KERREY from Nebraska. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
provide in this bill funds for the high-
est priority that the Secretary of De-
fense has identified if we are in a posi-
tion to provide any additional funds in 
this defense bill. 

As everybody here knows, the admin-
istration asked for a certain level of 
funding, and this body is adding $7 bil-
lion to that pursuant to the budget res-
olution. The Secretary told us in the 
Armed Services Committee that if we 
had any additional money—not if we 
had $7 billion, but if we had anything 
extra—we should fund what he consid-
ered ongoing operations. Those are the 
two operations going on in Iraq—one in 
northern Iraq and one in southern 
Iraq—we should fund the refugee sup-
port at Guantanamo, which is ongoing, 
and we should fund the humanitarian 
support and the deny-flight activities 
in Bosnia. He said at a very minimum 
next year he is going to have to spend 
a total of $1.188 billion on those activi-
ties. 

We did not in this bill fund that, and 
what I am proposing in this amend-
ment is that we go ahead and fund that 
as he requested. In addition, we reduce 
the outlays in the total bill by $111 
million. 

Now, the offset is to cancel, at least 
for this year, or put off, I should say, 
the funding of an amphibious assault 
ship, the LHD–7. This is a ship which 
the Department of Defense said they 
would like to come to Congress and re-
quest funds for 6 years from now, in the 
year 2001—not 1996, the year 2001. 

The appropriators have taken the re-
quest for the 6th year and moved it for-
ward into this next year. We do not 
need this ship next year. This would be 
the 12th LHD amphibious assault ship 
that we are buying. There are two 
under construction now. We just chris-
tened one in February of this year. 

Mr. President, it is not a priority for 
the Pentagon. It was not requested by 
the Pentagon in this year’s budget, and 
it was added by the appropriators. We 
should delete the funding for that and 
spend it on the top priority of the De-
partment of Defense. That is what the 
amendment does. I hope my colleagues 
will support the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 
does subtract $1.3 billion for the LHD– 
7. It is the top priority for the Marine 
Corps and the Navy. The Secretary of 
Navy has reaffirmed support of the 
LHD–7. It is authorized in the author-
ization bill. 

I have moved to table. I yield back 
the remainder of my time. I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
suffered second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on agreeing to the 

Bingaman amendment No. 2390. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. This is a 10-minute 
rollcall. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair reminds the Senate this is a 10- 
minute rollcall. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is 
absent because of illness in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 73, 
nays 26, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 385 Leg.] 

YEAS—73 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Ford 

Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—26 

Baucus 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Graham 
Harkin 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Bradley 

The motion to table the amendment 
(No. 2390) was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—NOMINATION OF LAW-
RENCE H. SUMMERS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, as in 
executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate proceeds 
to the consideration of Executive Cal-
endar No. 254, Lawrence Summers, to 
be Deputy Secretary of the Treasury, 
there be a 10-minute limit on debate 
equally divided between the majority 
and minority leaders, or their des-
ignees; that following the expiration of 
that time, the Senate proceed to vote 
immediately on the confirmation of 
the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on that nomina-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, that 

vote will be one of those that are 
stacked for the next time. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT 1996 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we are 
going to proceed to the next Bingaman 
amendment. Senator BINGAMAN has 
asked for the right to have 2 minutes 
before the second and third amend-
ments. He would like to use four 
amendments now and have the two 
amendments run without any inter-
vening debate. I so ask unanimous con-
sent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized for 4 minutes. 

AMENDMENT NOS. 2392 AND 2394 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 of the 4 minutes. If I can 
be notified at the end of that time, 
then I will yield the last minute to the 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. President, these two provisions, 
which are the subject of the next two 
amendments, are provisions which are 
hard to understand unless you under-
stand the context. 

The first of these amendments 
strikes a provision that is in the bill 
that increases progress payments to 
defense contractors from 75 percent to 
85 percent. It is for large defense con-
tractors. There is clearly no need for us 
to do this. All of these contractors are 
profitable. There has been no com-
plaint about the current procedure 
where we pay 75 percent in progress 
payments. This provision is in the bill 
not to address a need. It is in the bill 
simply to soak up $488 million in out-
lays which the Defense Subcommittee 
did not want to leave unused. 

This provision would also deny all 
discretion to contracting officers on 
whether or not to make these pay-
ments, even if the contractor is not 
performing. They would have to make 
85 percent progress payments if this 
provision remained in the bill, which it 
will not. This provision will be dropped 
in conference, and the funds that are 
protected here, as outlays, will be used 
for other purposes. That is the whole 
idea of having this provision in the bill. 

There are better uses for this $488 
million in outlays. We could use it for 
deficit reduction, we could use it for 
some domestic accounts. Clearly, I 
urge my colleagues to vote to strike 
the provision. 
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Let me also address the second of 

these. The second provision is also de-
signed to soak up outlays in the bill— 
$750 million of outlays, to be specific. 
It requires the Pentagon to pay its 
bills in 24 days instead of in 30 days 
like everybody else in the commercial 
world and in Government. There is not 
a serious effort to speed up payment. 
When added to the previous provision, 
what it does is it protects in this de-
fense appropriations bill $1.238 billion 
in outlays. 

Mr. President, what happened here, 
very simply, is that this bill was 
marked up, it was sent to CBO; CBO 
came back to the committee and said, 
‘‘You have not spent all your money.’’ 
And they said, ‘‘OK, in order to spend 
the rest, we will put these provisions in 
and we will drop them in conference 
and spend it on something else.’’ That 
is exactly what is going on here. I 
think we ought to strike these provi-
sions and use this money—keep this 
money for future needs. It will cer-
tainly be needed after this famous 
train wreck we are all expecting to 
occur around here in October. 

I yield the remaining minute to the 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from New Mexico described this 
very well. I do not know of any other 
place where we have said in the past 
that we would make progress payments 
that would not be below a certain 
amount. They are putting this up. We 
usually go at 75 percent. We are put-
ting this up and saying you cannot pay 
them below that no matter what the 
status is at that point. That does not 
make sense. The second part of this is 
requiring that we pay within 24 days. 
That is how we got in some trouble a 
couple years ago under the Prompt 
Payment Act, where we forced people 
in rapid payment and they made mis-
takes, and we wound up having to get 
back $1.4 billion from contractors that 
had been erroneously overpaid because 
of the short payment time. 

So I support the Senator from New 
Mexico, and I hope everybody supports 
his amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of our time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we are 

dealing, first, with an amendment that 
says that the Department of Defense 
should make payments at the rate of at 
least 85 percent on progress payments 
that are due under a contract. Mind 
you, they are due. The current level, by 
law, is 75 percent for major businesses, 
80 percent for small businesses, and 85 
percent for disadvantaged small busi-
nesses. What we are saying is that they 
should make the payments required by 
these contracts not less than 85 per-
cent. They should be making them 100 
percent, but the law says you only have 
to make 75 percent. We say they should 
do at least 85 percent. By the way, if 
the Bingaman amendment is adopted, 
it will increase outlays for this year. 

The second one is the prompt pay-
ment amendment. The Department of 
Defense used to pay their bills with a 

maximum, by law, of not more than a 
30-day delay on bills that are due and 
payable. Again, that is the prompt pay-
ment legislation. They were paying 
their bills within 23 days. Now they 
moved it to 30 days. That means that 
in this period of time, small businesses, 
in particular, are forced to go out and 
borrow money. So they will have to in-
crease the cost to the Government in 
the next contract if they are forced to 
borrow the money. This requires the 
Department of Defense to pay these 
businesses as soon as possible, and we 
assume they will pay them within 24 
days rather than 30 days. 

Now, it is true that it affects outlays, 
and it means it is a good place to put 
money. By the way, if we do not use 
the outlays this year, we will have to 
make the payments next year. That 
pyramids the outlays and decreases the 
5-year budget scheme. I made a motion 
to table each of these amendments. 
These will be two 10-minute votes 
back-to-back, with no intervening de-
bate. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, do I 
have remaining time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 seconds. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I will yield it back. 
Mr. STEVENS. Have the yeas and 

nays been requested? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 

and nays have not been requested on 
the motion to table the second amend-
ment, No. 2394. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the motions to table both 
Bingaman amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 2392 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the Bingaman amendment No. 
2392. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is 
absent because of illness in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 62, 
nays 37, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 386 Leg.] 

YEAS—62 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 

Faircloth 
Ford 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 

Lieberman 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 

Specter 
Stevens 

Thomas 
Thompson 

Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—37 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Glenn 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lugar 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Bradley 

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 2392) was agreed to. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 2394 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question is on 
agreeing to the motion to table the 
Bingaman amendment numbered 2394. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is 
absent because of illness in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 62, 
nays 37, as follows: 

{Rollcall Vote No. 387 Leg.} 

YEAS—62 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 

Ford 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—37 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Glenn 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lugar 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Bradley 

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 2394) was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is 
the last of the stacked votes. We intend 
now to go to a series of amendments. 
We encourage Senators to raise them. 
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We will have another session where 
we will have votes that have been 
stacked sometime after 9 o’clock. Sen-
ator BUMPERS is entitled to some time 
before this amendment. 

But let me state that I hope there 
will be no objection. We would like to 
ask unanimous consent that all re-
maining first-degree amendments be 
offered by 8:30 this evening. They will 
be subject to relevant second-degree 
amendments. 

I ask unanimous consent. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. GRAMM. Reserving the right to 

object, is there any way that we could 
have this debate tonight and come 
back in the morning? 

Mr. STEVENS. That is precisely 
what we are trying to set up for you. 
We hope to have some debate between 
now and 9. We want to look at those 
amendments in the interim between 
the time we will have the next series of 
votes. Then we will have debate on the 
remaining amendments and have the 
votes on them tomorrow morning, and 
that will be the last of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Reserving the right 
to object. 

Mr. STEVENS. The Summers matter 
will be taken up later. 

The Senator from Arkansas is enti-
tled to 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Reserving the right 
to object, did the Senator from Alaska 
say we will vote, debate, or both in the 
morning? 

Mr. STEVENS. It is our request that 
we ask that all amendments be filed by 
8:30. We will look those over. We are 
going to have a series of amendments 
between now and, say, 9 o’clock. We 
will vote on amendments that have 
been debated before 9 o’clock, and then 
after 9 o’clock, we will take up the re-
maining amendments. We will stay 
here as long as people want to explain 
their amendments. 

Tomorrow morning, at about 9 or 
9:30, we will start voting on all the re-
maining amendments, and we will vote 
until they are done and go home. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Further reserving 
the right to object, does the Senator 
have any idea how many amendments 
are expected to be filed? 

Mr. STEVENS. I might say we had 
some, I think, 80 amendments when we 
started. We are now down to, I think, 
no more than 20. We have taken care of 
a lot of them. We expect to be able to 
take care of a lot of those filed by 8:30. 
The remaining amendments that are 
not voted on by 9 o’clock will be voted 
on tomorrow morning. 

I believe that is the understanding 
that everyone has agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Alaska restate the unani-
mous consent request? 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all first-degree amendments 

be offered by 8:30 this evening and that 
they be subject to relevant second-de-
gree amendments. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, is the unan-
imous-consent request that the amend-
ments be offered or that the amend-
ments be filed? It has been stated both 
ways. 

Mr. STEVENS. Offer them, and we 
will set them aside. You can offer 
them, as many as you want, whatever 
you want. They will be offered, and we 
will look at them and determine how 
we allocate them, whether we ought to 
take them up now. You can offer them 
now and debate them after 9 o’clock. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. My own view would 
be it is reasonable to request they be 
filed or sent to the managers by 8:30, 
and it is probably not reasonable to 
ask us to actually call them up for de-
bate here in the Senate. 

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator wishes 
to do so, I will be happy to have a re-
quest that all amendments be brought 
to either the Senator from Hawaii or 
myself by 8:30. That is fine with me. 
Unless they are in our hands by 8:30, 
then I would like to set up a procedure 
where we get through. 

I yield to the leader. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me 

just respond. I think this is a very ap-
propriate way to handle this process. 
We have done it before. We want to ex-
pedite to the extent we can to accom-
modate all Senators. It is not too much 
to ask to have these amendments of-
fered. I will be as supportive as anyone 
in setting aside whatever business we 
have to accommodate Senators who 
want to have these amendments of-
fered. 

I would like to know what amend-
ments are out there. If we do not have 
them offered, we are not going to know 
what amendments are there. 

So it is very important I think that 
we try to accommodate the schedule. 
Let us lay down the amendments. We 
can agree to time limits later on. But 
this will give us a good indication of 
what we have left to do as anything I 
know. 

So I hope we can work with the man-
agers and get the job done and deter-
mine what the schedule is after that. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if I 
could ask the manager, is there a par-
ticular reason why—the Senator from 
New Mexico was quite correct; we 
could have a vote. And I have an 
amendment which will take some time. 
I do not know if there would be enough 
time for them to offer them. But they 
can file them. Is there a particular rea-
son why, at 9 o’clock, you want to get 
more votes as opposed to stacking 
them and having the votes tomorrow? I 
am trying to figure out why. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
reason is that we think everyone 
should be on notice as to what is going 
to be called up while you are not here. 
We do have a provision for relevant 
second-degree amendments. Before you 
go home, you ought to know what they 

are. We will be happy to disclose them 
to you. If you have a reason to offer 
the second-degree amendment, that 
means they have been filed. You may 
then tell us that you have a second-de-
gree amendment, and we will protect 
you. But we cannot protect you if they 
are brought up and filed and we do not 
know what they are. We could have 
second-degree amendments coming off 
the wall. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. My second ques-
tion was, having the vote after 9 
o’clock as opposed to debate and hav-
ing the amendments offered and having 
the votes tomorrow morning, stacked 
votes, is there a particular reason? 

Mr. STEVENS. There has been a re-
quest that we have sort of a time here 
where people want to go to dinner. We 
have some votes that are ready to go 
right now. We have one more called for, 
but we have others that we could call 
up. For instance, we thought we would 
wait and let people go to dinner and 
have one more set of votes any time 
you want. But we picked 9 o’clock so 
we can look at the 8:30 filings and in-
form Senators at that time what kind 
of agenda we have for tomorrow morn-
ing. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. My only question 
is, is there a reason you have to vote 
after 9 o’clock? Could the amendments 
be offered, debated, and stack the votes 
tomorrow? That is the question, why 
votes after 9? 

Mr. STEVENS. The main reason is as 
a matter of fairness so people will un-
derstand what is here in case they want 
to offer second-degree amendments. 
You cannot come in tomorrow morning 
and offer second-degree amendments if 
we have already closed off debate and 
said that there is no longer any debate 
on that amendment. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I do 
not want to be obstreperous and I will 
not object to this. But I would say to 
the Senator from Alaska that it seems 
to me that we are making eminent 
good sense to ask for a unanimous-con-
sent agreement that all amendments 
be offered by 8:30, look and see how 
many you have and how many you 
think are serious, and then go to an-
other unanimous-consent request by 9 
o’clock on how you want to dispose of 
those. If you have 20 serious amend-
ments—I have an amendment that I 
had anticipated asking an hour on. I 
assume others have that. I do not think 
there is any way to get all of this done 
tonight and start voting in the morn-
ing. If we have to come tomorrow 
morning for votes, why not do some de-
bating? 

Mr. STEVENS. We will do all the de-
bating tonight and vote tomorrow 
morning because people want to leave. 
Beyond that, my friend, you said pre-
cisely why we want to come back at 9. 
We will know by 8:30 what is there. You 
will have a chance to protect yourself 
for second-degree amendments if you 
wish to do so. And we will be pro-
ceeding through the night. Senator 
INOUYE and I have agreed to stay here. 
Anyone 
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who wants to debate these can. We 
have not asked for the time yet specifi-
cally when we start voting tomorrow. 
But after that, there will be no more 
debate. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I would anticipate 
that under this agreement, we could 
plan to be having breakfast in the Sen-
ate dining room in the morning. 

Mr. GRAMM. If you want to debate, 
you will. If you do not want to debate, 
you will not. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is interesting. I 
did ask, as chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee, it be open tomorrow morning. 

I renew my request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senator from Alaska revise his request 
to say filed with the managers of the 
bill? 

Mr. STEVENS. The leader has asked 
me to stay with the original agreement 
that has been agreed to between the 
two leaders, and that is that we have 
first-degree amendments offered by 
8:30; second-degree amendments can be 
offered to any of those that are offered 
by 8:30. No amendments may be called 
up after 8:30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any objection? 

Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to 
object. I wish to make sure that I am 
protected in my amendments. Let this 
Senator understand it correctly. If I 
have four amendments, they have to be 
submitted prior to 8:30? 

Mr. STEVENS. Offered. We did this 
several times before. All you have to do 
is just come in and say, ‘‘I offer this 
amendment.’’ We say, ‘‘Fine,’’ and set 
it aside. 

Mr. HARKIN. And there is no time 
limit. 

Mr. STEVENS. We have no time 
limit on these amendments. There will 
be a time limit in the sense that we are 
going to listen to you all night if you 
want to talk, but tomorrow morning 
we are going to start voting and there 
will be no more debate. 

Mr. HARKIN. Well, at what time to-
morrow morning? 

Mr. STEVENS. We have not agreed 
to that. That is why we are coming 
back at 9 o’clock. 

Mr. HARKIN. Maybe this Senator 
does not want to stay up all night. 

Mr. STEVENS. Then come back at 9 
o’clock and object then. 

Mr. HARKIN. So there could be de-
bate tomorrow? 

Mr. STEVENS. There could be de-
pending what agreement we reach after 
9 o’clock. We cannot determine what 
kind of agreement to make until we see 
these amendments. 

Mr. HARKIN. Is the unanimous con-
sent just to have all the amendments 
filed by 8:30? 

Mr. STEVENS. Offered. 
Mr. HARKIN. Offered. 
Mr. STEVENS. That is all it is, with 

the understanding in the agreement 
that they are subject to second-degree 
amendments. We have not waived sec-
ond-degree amendments. 

I renew my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from Ar-
kansas is entitled to be recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. DOLE. Before we do that, if I 
could just say a word. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader has the floor. 

Mr. DOLE. There is a good chance we 
can complete our work here if every-
body cooperates and does not take too 
much time. 

We have listened to two or three Sen-
ators all afternoon and they have more 
amendments. That is certainly their 
right. I wish they would understand 
there are Members on each side who 
have other ideas for tomorrow. One 
idea is not staying here all day. So if 
they would like to talk, as I said, go 
home and make the speech. A lot of 
people at home never hear the speech-
es. We hear them every day. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2395, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. STEVENS. May we have order so 

we may listen to the Senator from Ar-
kansas for 2 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is not in order. 

The Senator from Arkansas has the 
floor and is entitled to be heard. 

The Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, last 

week on the Defense authorization bill 
we voted to add a fifth method of fi-
nancing arms sales to foreign coun-
tries. We have four programs right 
now. This bill appropriates for that 
fifth method—an Arms Export Loan 
Guarantee Program. 

This bill says the Department of De-
fense can accumulate liability up to $15 
billion in this brand new loan guar-
antee program—shades of S&L’s of the 
1980’s. I handed most of you the talking 
points and a list of 37 countries that 
are going to be eligible to buy these 
weapons with loans guaranteed by the 
U.S. Government—15 billion dollars 
worth. 

I lost the other night when I tried to 
kill the program. It is still intact. 
What this amendment does is to cut 
the taxpayers liability from $15 billion 
to $5 billion. This program has not 
even been set up yet. The committees 
in the Congress have not approved it. 
Why in the name of all that is good and 
holy would we put $15 billion in a pro-
gram that is just a gleam in some-
body’s eye? 

We will be here next year. We will 
sell 10 billion dollars worth of weapons 
this year. Under this program, starting 
next year we can sell weapons with 
guaranteed loans to Slovenia, Slo-
vakia, Albania, Bulgaria, the Phil-
ippines, just to name a few of the eligi-
ble countries. Many of them are very 
poor countries. So the bill allows the 
American that wants to sell weapons 
to pay the risk fee on behalf of the 
country that will buy them. Now, how 
do you like that? 

Do you think countries that cannot 
even give you a 2 or 3 percent fee are 

worthy of millions and billions of dol-
lars’ worth of credit guaranteed by the 
taxpayers of this country? I plead with 
you. All I am saying is let us not start 
off exposing the taxpayers of this coun-
try to $15 billion in liability. For Pete’s 
sake, let us keep it at $5 billion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. STEVENS. What this simply 
does is put a limit of $15 billion on loan 
guarantees that may be authorized by 
the armed services bill. It is not au-
thorized yet. This sets a limit of $15 
billion, period. 

I move to table the amendment and 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the Bumpers amendment No. 
2395, as modified. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is 
absent because of illness in the family. 

The result was announced—yeas 53, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 388 Leg.] 
YEAS—53 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Ford 

Frist 
Gorton 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kempthorne 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Mack 
McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 

Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Robb 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—46 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Glenn 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lautenberg 

Leahy 
Levin 
Lugar 
McCain 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Murray 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Bradley 

The motion to table the amendment 
(No. 2395) was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12170 August 10, 1995 
The Senator from Minnesota, under a 

previous order, was to be recognized. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I talked with the Sen-
ator from Texas, the Senator from Ar-
kansas, and the Senator from Iowa, 
and I am pleased to let them offer their 
amendments. I understand we will set 
them aside and go to my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2396 
(Purpose: To provide for the management of 

defense nuclear stockpile resources) 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2396. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all amend-
ments filed under this procedure be set 
aside until they are called up, so we do 
not have to have delay as we are going 
to be yielding time now, if that is 
agreeable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent when there is a 
time agreement, if a Senator yields for 
the purpose of presenting an amend-
ment in order to comply with the 
unanimous-consent agreement, that 
that time not come out of the time of 
the person who is speaking. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Reserving the right 
to object, will the Senator amend his 
unanimous-consent request to say un-
less the managers have agreed to the 
amendment and you can dispose of it 
instead of laying everything aside? 

Mr. STEVENS. I agree with what the 
Senator said. We are going to be pro-
ceeding under a unanimous-consent 
agreement. If the Senator has the floor 
and yields to someone to call up an 
amendment, I do not intend to try to 
handle that amendment at the time. 

The Senator from Minnesota has the 
floor, and I invite people to come in 
and comply with the unanimous-con-
sent agreement by presenting their 
amendments. But I do not want to han-
dle them—I agree with what the Sen-
ator says. I do ask unanimous consent, 
as he indicates, that the amendments 
will not be set aside if the managers 
are prepared to accept them at the 
time they are offered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator from Minnesota if he will 
yield to me for the purpose of offering 
one amendment which has been agreed 
to and another one which I would like 
to file and lay down and set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator still yield? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to 
yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2397 
(Purpose: To prohibit the financing of risk 

fees as part of the Defense Export Loan 
Guarantee Program) 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP-

ERS], for himself and Mr. SIMON, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2397. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 69, at the end of line 3 insert the 

following: ‘‘That the exposure fees charged 
and collected by the Secretary for each guar-
antee, shall be paid by the country involved 
and shall not be financed as part of a loan 
guaranteed by the United States;’’. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I agree 
with the Senator’s amendment, but it 
has not been cleared on this side yet. I 
am prepared to accept it when it is 
cleared. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am sorry? 
Mr. STEVENS. I agree with the Sen-

ator’s amendment. It has not been 
cleared. There is one person who reg-
istered objection. We are visiting with 
him now. I will be able to deal with it 
later. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2398 
(Purpose: To reduce the amount of money 

provided for the Trident II missile program) 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send 

another amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2398. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 22, strike lines 1–2 and insert in 

lieu thereof the following: ‘‘tor-owned equip-
ment layaway: $1,651,421,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 1998: 
Provided, That of the funds appropriated in 
this paragraph, none shall be obligated for 
any D–5 missiles, D–5 missile components, 
ship modifications and ship components that 
are associated with backfitting any Trident I 
submarines to carry D–5 Trident II missiles.’’ 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be laid aside temporarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the amendment is 
set aside. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2399, 2400, 2401, AND 2402 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator from Minnesota to yield to 
me for the purpose of offering four 
amendments, under the unanimous 
consent agreement of the manager of 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send 
four amendments to the desk. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro-

poses amendments numbered 2399, 2400, 2401, 
and 2402. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 2399 
(Purpose: To limit indirect costs regarding 

compensation) 
SEC. . RESTRICTION ON REIMBURSEMENT OF 

COSTS. 
(a) None of the funds authorized to be ap-

propriated in this Act for fiscal year 1996 
may be obligated for payment on new con-
tracts on which allowable costs charged to 
the government include payments for indi-
vidual compensation (including bonuses and 
other incentives) at a rate in excess of 
$250,000 per year. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2400 
(Purpose: To strike $125,000,000 appropriated 

for Aircraft Procurement, Army, for up-
grade of Kiowa Warrior light scout heli-
copters.) 
On page 18, line 7, strike out 

‘‘$1,498,623,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$1,373,623,000’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2401 
(Purpose: To strike $70,000,000 appropriated 

for Research, Development, Test and Eval-
uation, Defense-Wide, for support tech-
nologies/follow-on technologies advanced 
development, specifically provided for the 
Space-Based Laser Program) 
On page 29, line 12, strike out 

‘‘$9,196,784,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$9,126,784,000’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2402 
(Purpose: To strike $30,000,000 appropriated 

for Research, Development, Test and Eval-
uation, Defense-Wide, for the ASAT Anti- 
Satellite Weapon program) 
On page 29, line 12, strike out 

‘‘$9,196,784,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$9,166,784,000’’. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

also ask if the Senator from Minnesota 
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will allow me to send an amendment to 
the desk for consideration, and then I 
will lay it aside so he can proceed with 
his own amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2403 
(Purpose: To reduce funding for the TOW 2B 

(by $20,000,000), Hellfire II (by $40,000,000), 
and CBU–87 (by $30,000,000), which are mu-
nitions that have been determined by the 
Inspector General of the Department of De-
fense as being excess to the requirements 
of the Armed Forces) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2403. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 82, between lines 11 through 12, in-

sert the following: 
SEC. 8087. (a) The total amount appro-

priated in title III under the heading ‘‘MIS-
SILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY’’ is hereby reduced 
by $60,000,000. 

(b) The total amount appropriated in title 
III under the heading ‘‘OTHER PROCUREMENT, 
AIR FORCE’’ is hereby reduced by $30,000,000. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be set aside until after comple-
tion of the presentation by the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Minnesota is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield at this point? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased 
to yield. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the Senator is prepared to enter 
into a time agreement. It is my under-
standing he will agree to 20 minutes on 
a side on his amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I understand the 
Senator to say 40 minutes equally di-
vided? 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be 40 minutes equally 
divided before a motion pertaining to 
his amendment. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether I could ask the Sen-
ator from Alaska, included in this 
agreement would be that I could have 2 
minutes to summarize before the vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all amendments treated in 
this period now have 2 minutes before 
the vote, or more if it is requested spe-
cifically. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2404 
(Purpose: To reduce by $3,200,000,000 the total 

amount to be appropriated) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

send my amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE], for himself, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. BUMPERS and Mr. SIMON, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2404. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 34, between lines 13 and 14, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 8000. REDUCTION IN TOTAL AMOUNT TO BE 

APPROPRIATED. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, the total amount appropriated for 
fiscal year 1996 under the provisions of this 
Act is hereby reduced by $3,200,000,000, with 
the total amount of such reduction to be 
used exclusively for reducing the amount of 
the Federal budget deficit. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, my 
amendment is designed as a follow-up 
or a follow-on to a close vote we took 
in this body last week on an amend-
ment to the DOD authorization bill 
from the Senator from Wisconsin, Sen-
ator KOHL, and the Senator from Iowa, 
Senator GRASSLEY, which I cospon-
sored. 

That amendment would have reduced 
by $7 billion the total authorized de-
fense spending provided for in this bill. 
The same amount of defense spending 
provided for in the Senate version of 
the budget resolution passed earlier 
this year. 

Mr. President, during consideration 
of the budget resolution in May, a bi-
partisan majority of 60 Senators voted 
against an amendment which would 
have increased defense spending above 
the level requested by the Clinton ad-
ministration. To my surprise, some of 
those Senators switched last week and 
voted to support the bill even with this 
huge increase, which they had opposed 
just a few months earlier. 

My amendment seeks to find the 
middle ground by cutting a modest $3.2 
billion from the amount appropriated 
in the bill overall, without identifying 
specific programs to be reduced. 

Unlike the Kohl amendment, which I 
supported, and which would have re-
duced total spending in the bill by $7 
billion, the amount requested by the 
administration for this year, this 
amendment would simply cut the over-
all total by $3.2 billion, leaving a total 
of about $240 billion to be spent next 
year on defense. 

Mr. President, that is still about $3.2 
billion more than the Pentagon itself 
requested for next year. As outrageous 
as this may seem to Americans who 
were listening, especially those who 
consider programs like job training and 
education and student loans and Medi-
care, programs that are being slashed 
in both the House and the Senate, this 
defense bill, in its current form, pro-
vides $6.4 billion more than the Presi-
dent, more than the Secretary of De-
fense and more than the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff have requested for this year—an 
amount, I believe, Mr. President, al-
ready vastly more than is necessary to 
defend our Nation. 

With the Kohl amendment, not only 
has the Senate gone on record as want-
ing to hold the defense budget com-
pletely harmless as we work to reduce 
the deficit, but it has even gone on 
record as opposing attempts to scale 
back defense spending to the adminis-
tration’s request. Sadly, the Kohl 
amendment to cut $7 billion was de-
feated by a close margin last week. 

This amendment will test how far 
Senators are willing to go back toward 
the principle that all sectors of our so-
ciety, including defense contractors, 
ought to bear some modest share of the 
deficit reduction burden. From that 
earlier vote, I conclude that there are 
48 Senators who believe that the Pen-
tagon budget provided for in this bill is 
too high and should be lowered as we 
move forward in the budget debates 
this year. 

Mr. President, while the amendment 
does not designate specific programs to 
be cut, I will be discussing specific ex-
amples of programs that were not re-
quested by the administration and that 
should be removed from it. Some have 
been focused on by Senator BINGAMAN, 
Senator MCCAIN and others already. 
They are mostly weapons systems in-
cluded in this bill to satisfy various 
Defense Committee members and mili-
tary contractors but that were not 
judged to be needed by the administra-
tion. Some were ships or planes that 
were not scheduled to be bought by the 
Pentagon until after the turn of the 
century, but which were accelerated by 
6 or 7 years, at a time when we are sup-
posed to be doing deficit reduction. 
Others were rejected by the Pentagon, 
altogether as ineffective or too costly, 
but they are included in this appropria-
tions bill. 

If we pass this bill without my 
amendment, my Minnesota constitu-
ents will continue to pay their taxes to 
bolster the treasuries of bloated de-
fense contractors, who are building 
ships, planes, and weapons systems 
that we do not need and cannot use and 
that will not make our Nation any 
more secure. 

So that there is no mistake, Mr. 
President, let me repeat that for those 
who are listening, we are considering 
today a defense spending bill that 
spends a full $6.4 billion more than the 
President requested in his budget. We 
are doing this despite the fact that 
there is no sudden extraordinary threat 
to justify such an increase and many of 
those in this body who are pressing for 
such a huge increase are precisely the 
same people who are out on the floor 
day after day, week after week, month 
after month, howling about how we 
simply have to get this deficit under 
control. They are doing this while at 
the same time larding defense bills 
with billions in spending for the local 
shipyard or weapons contractor, or 
plane manufacturer. Have we no 
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shame, Mr. President? Is there no sense 
of limits in this body when it comes to 
wasteful and unnecessary weapons pro-
grams? Mind you, this $3.2 billion is all 
for deficit reduction. 

Now, controlling the deficit is impor-
tant, and I have supported responsible, 
fair-minded deficit reduction proposals 
totaling hundreds of billions of dollars. 
But I cannot allow this debate to move 
forward without observing a few of the 
blatant incongruities here. Mr. Presi-
dent, while virtually every other agen-
cy of the Federal Government is taking 
huge cuts in order to help reduce the 
deficit and programs that actually 
serve millions of people in our States 
are being scaled back or shut down al-
together, the Pentagon budget is actu-
ally growing by leaps and bounds. As I 
said the other day, Mr. President, this 
is one of the craziest things I have seen 
during my time in the Senate. Even 
during the defense budget of the 1980’s, 
Congress was not pressing more spend-
ing on the Pentagon than it had re-
quested, as this bill would do. Make no 
mistake, Mr. President, the post-cold- 
war defense budget is becoming less 
and less focused on our real national 
security needs and more and more on 
the needs of particular Members of 
Congress to sustain jobs in their home 
States. 

American taxpayers are paying for 
costly, obsolete, fantastically expen-
sive cold war era weapons systems that 
are no longer justifiable, basically to 
preserve the political health of certain 
Members of Congress. 

Mr. President, that is the sad, unvar-
nished truth. Many of the weapons sys-
tems we are still paying for were initi-
ated during the 1980’s defense buildup 
and have little or no relation to the 
changed strategic situation we now 
face in the post-cold-war era. Yet, we 
continue to fund them, terrified that 
scaling the spending back modestly 
will cost precious jobs in our States. 
And it is particularly troubling that 
the Armed Services Committee has 
proposed these hefty increases at the 
same time that the Defense Depart-
ment is being called to task for not 
being able to account for billions of 
dollars—over $13 billion, Mr. President, 
at last count, in its own spending. 

In May of this year, the Pentagon’s 
own spending watchdog, its Comp-
troller General, John Hamre, conceded 
that the DOD could not account for 
over $13 billion of spending. Their own 
report says that they could not ac-
count for $13 billion of spending. We 
now have here $6 billion more than was 
in budget. 

Mr. President, it has just been lost in 
the ocean of paperwork at the Pen-
tagon, and this $13 billion will never be 
sorted out. In fact, the Comptroller has 
all but given up trying to find out what 
happened to most of the money, argu-
ing that it would be more expensive 
than it would be to track it down. So 
here we have a report, $13 billion of 
wasteful money, expenditure of money 
that we cannot even account for. Now 

we have $6 billion more in this appro-
priations bill than requested, and this 
amendment says just cut that in half 
and, for God’s sake, can we not use 
that for deficit reduction? 

I see my colleague here on the floor. 
He will be part of the discussion on this 
amendment. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank my colleague 
for his courtesy. Actually, I not only 
wanted to be part of the discussion, I 
wanted to ask my colleague for the for-
bearance to put an amendment in so 
that I could be covered by the 8:30 cur-
few. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to yield to my colleague to 
make sure that none of his time would 
be taken. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send a 

motion to the desk and ask for its ap-
propriate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 

KERRY] moves to recommit S. 1087 to the 
Committee on Appropriations with instruc-
tions to report back to the Senate legisla-
tion that does not appropriate funds to the 
Department of Defense in excess of the Presi-
dent’s request for fiscal year 1996. 

Mr. KERRY. I will quickly explain 
this motion because it complements 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Minnesota. The Senator is seeking a $3 
billion reduction. This amendment 
seeks to recommit the bill on the basis 
that we should not be requesting more 
money than the President of the 
United States has requested. 

I think the Senator from Minnesota 
has most appropriately focused on a se-
ries of problems within the accounting 
process, in spending procurement proc-
ess, of the Defense Department. 

In addition to that, Mr. President, I 
know the Senator feels this very 
strongly. We ought to be making deci-
sions around here based on the real 
needs of the country, not on wish lists. 

It is very, very difficult when we look 
a the level of teenage pregnancy, when 
we look at the fact that last year 36 
percent of the high school graduates in 
America graduated with a below basic 
reading level capacity. Fifty percent of 
minorities in this country graduated 
with a below basic reading level capac-
ity. 

This means last year we put 750,000 
people in the work force in America 
with a skill level for jobs that dis-
appeared 50 years ago. 

That, Mr. President, is something we 
really ought to be focusing on. I can go 
through a list of items in this bill, in-
cluding $564 million increase on fighter 
planes or $125 million increase on the 
request for the Kiowa Warrior Scout 
Helicopter and other things. 

I am all for upgrading and keeping up 
with a defense that is second to nobody 
in this planet. I believe, Mr. President, 
$236 billion will do that. There is not a 
compelling need to spend $242 billion- 
plus. 

Now, I think when we measure all of 
the things we have done, the Goals 2000 
in education, we will cut substance 
abuse prevention money, we will cut 
safety schools and drug money, we are 
making it harder for kids to go to col-
lege, yet we are going to come along 
with a series of expenditures here rang-
ing from the post 1996 D–5 missile pro-
duction. 

If we have good enough START II im-
plementation, and we get the Duma in 
Russia to ratify it and we continue 
downwards, there is no reason to build 
D–5’s after 1996. We have money for 
that in here. 

We could increase burden sharing by 
the Republic of Korea. We can procure 
the most cost-effective airlifter, C–17’s 
or commercial. There are many things 
we could do, Mr. President. 

I have $37 billion worth of reductions 
I think we could find. All we are look-
ing for is $6 billion. I do not think at 
this time in the United States choice- 
making here in Washington, where we 
are seeking to find the things we need 
to do for the country that we ought to 
be filling some extraordinary wish list, 
when this golden moment in inter-
national affairs is staring us in the 
face. We could really make, I think, a 
tougher set of choices. 

I yield the floor back to the Senator. 
I simply think we ought to have a 

vote here before we put this bill away 
as to whether or not the President was 
not well advised to suggest to the U.S. 
Senate that $236 billion will do the job, 
and why it is that we must spend this 
additional $6 billion this year and a lot 
more over the next 5 years and beyond. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERRY. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen-
ator. I would have outlined some of the 
same weapon systems the Senator enu-
merated. 

Is the Senator aware of the fact that 
in May during consideration of the 
budget resolution, a bipartisan major-
ity of 60 Senators voted against an 
amendment which would have in-
creased defense spending above the 
level requested by the Clinton adminis-
tration? 

Mr. KERRY. That is correct. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. So, not that many 

months ago, a short period of time ago, 
Senators went on record saying cer-
tainly in this time of tight budgets, 
when we are talking about deficit re-
duction and lots of people are being 
asked to tighten their belt, and we are 
making cuts in education, and as the 
Senator said, in substance abuse pro-
grams, treatment programs and in job 
training and low-income energy assist-
ance, the Senate went on record. 

Now all of a sudden we see contrary 
to the advice of the administration, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Pentagon 
itself—I cannot remember a time 
where we are now talking about an ap-
propriations bill that is $6 billion above 
the request. 
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Mr. KERRY. Let me answer that by 

saying to my friend I think there are 
three great issues that most Americans 
are concerned about. 

The first is their decline in income. 
It is the increasing anxiety of the 
workplace, the fear that people will 
lose a job, or that if they get a job, 
they cannot raise their standard of liv-
ing, they cannot, even by working 
harder, make ends meet. That is the 
first and foremost priority of people in 
this country. 

I cannot point to very much—maybe 
some of my colleagues can do a better 
job than I can—but I cannot find any-
thing that the Senate has worked on 
yet this year that will address that 
issue in a profound way. 

The second great issue that faces 
Americans is the question of whether 
or not they can walk out of their house 
and go out at night to a restaurant 
without fear of not finding their car 
when they come out of the restaurant, 
or maybe being hit over the head, or 
whether their kids can go out and play 
in a neighborhood. 

There is nothing that we have done, 
yet, that fundamentally addresses that 
need, except reduce the expenditures 
for substance abuse—the greatest prob-
lem in America being drugs—and tar-
get for attack the idea of putting more 
cops on our streets, which was the 
great issue of last year. 

The third great issue that I think 
Americans are concerned about is edu-
cation. I just spoke about it. Our 
school systems are falling apart. In 
city after city, community after com-
munity, teachers are demoralized, peo-
ple are not paid enough, the cur-
riculum stinks. 

We have a whole host of problems, 
and here we are with Russia, at odds 
about whether or not to ratify the 
START treaty with a moment where 
we could be greater leaders in the 
world with respect to proliferation, 
with respect to our capacity to have in-
trusive inspection, and what are we 
doing? 

We are cutting Head Start. We are 
cutting substance abuse. We are tar-
geting the program that puts police on 
the streets. We have not addressed one 
of those three profound needs, but we 
are going to spend more than the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff think we ought to, and 
that the Commander in Chief has asked 
us to, does not make sense, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

I thank my colleague for allowing me 
to put my amendment in at the appro-
priate time. I yield the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Massachusetts 
for his amendment and also for his 
words here on the floor of the Senate. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2404 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

would like to summarize, and I will get 
a chance to summarize for my col-
leagues again. 

Here we have a situation—and I want 
to be clear about what this amendment 
does—here we have a situation where 

we have in this appropriations bill $6.4 
billion more than requested by the ad-
ministration, by the Pentagon, by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff—over budget. 

This amendment says, can we not at 
least cut half of that, $3.2 billion, and 
all of that goes for deficit reduction? 
Mr. President, I do not designate what 
weapon system to be cut, though I 
raised questions about many of those 
weapon systems and the value of them, 
as has the Senator from Massachu-
setts. 

What I do know, Mr. President, is 
that it seems to me in a time when we 
say we are for deficit reduction and we 
are calling for sacrifice among people 
in the country and we are putting into 
effect some really serious cuts—not 
just in programs but in programs that 
have a critical impact on the quality or 
lack of quality of the lives of people— 
educational opportunities for children, 
food, nutrition programs, Head Start, 
early childhood development programs, 
Women, Infants, and Children, low-in-
come energy assistance program, job 
training program, making sure that 
young people can afford higher edu-
cation—I just say to my colleagues, 
why in God’s name when we are mak-
ing cuts in all of those programs, and 
now what we are doing is we have $6 
billion more over budget, $6 billion 
more than requested by the adminis-
tration—I do not think there is any 
standard of fairness to this. Surely we 
can make some cuts here as well, Mr. 
President. That is what this amend-
ment calls for. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to vote aye on this amendment to re-
duce, by $3.2 billion, the total spending 
in this bill. That will still leave about 
$240 billion in this bill to be spent on 
defense next year and over $260 billion 
in total, when you add in Energy De-
partment weapons programs and mili-
tary construction projects provided for 
in the DOD authorization bill. 

Vote to at least bring the defense 
budget more closely in line with what 
the President and the Secretary of De-
fense have requested, I say to my col-
leagues, a figure that is already too 
high, in my view. And especially to 
those Senators, 60 in all, who voted for 
lower defense spending numbers on the 
budget resolution, I appeal to you, vote 
to restore some sanity to defense budg-
ets that have gone dangerously awry. 
Vote aye on this amendment. 

Mr. President, I, for the moment, 
yield the floor and I retain the remain-
der of my time. 

Might I ask how much time I have re-
maining, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has 6 minutes 10 
seconds. 

Mr. AKAKA addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DEWINE). Who yields time? The Sen-
ator from Hawaii. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2405 
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of De-

fense and the Secretary of the Army to re-
consider the decision not to include the in-
fantry military occupational specialty 
among the specialties for which special 
pays are provided under the Selected Re-
serve Incentive Program) 
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, to meet 

the requirements of the chairman of 
the committee, I have an amendment 
to offer. I send an amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2405. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 83, between lines 11 and 12, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 8087. The Secretary of Defense and the 

Secretary of the Army shall reconsider the 
decision not to include the infantry military 
occupational specialty among the military 
skills and specialties for which special pays 
are provided under the Selected Reserve In-
centive Program. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask it 
be laid aside for further consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, it may be laid 
aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2406 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regarding underground nuclear testing) 
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I have 

another amendment to send to the 
desk, and I ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2406. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, add 

the following: 
SEC. 1062. SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING UN-

DERGROUND NUCLEAR TESTING. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) The President of France stated on June 

13, 1995, that the Republic of France plans to 
conduct eight nuclear test explosions over 
the next several months. 

(2) The People’s Republic of China con-
tinues to conduct underground nuclear weap-
ons tests. 

(3) The United States, France, Russia, and 
Great Britain have observed a moratorium 
on nuclear testing since 1992. 

(4) A resumption of testing by the Republic 
of France could result in the disintegration 
of the current testing moratorium and a re-
newal of underground testing by other nu-
clear weapon states. 

(5) A resumption of nuclear testing by the 
Republic of France raises serious environ-
mental and health concerns. 
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(6) The United Nations Conference on Dis-

armament presently is meeting in Geneva, 
Switzerland, for the purpose of negotiating a 
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty 
(CTBT), which would halt permanently the 
practice of conducting nuclear test explo-
sions. 

(7) Continued underground weapons testing 
by the Republic of France and the People’s 
Republic of China undermines the efforts of 
the international community to conclude a 
CTBT by 1996, a goal endorsed by 175 nations 
at the recently completed NPT Extension 
and Review Conference (the conference for 
the extension and review of the Nuclear Non- 
Proliferation Treaty). 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Republic of France 
and the People’s Republic of China should 
abide by the current international morato-
rium on nuclear test explosions and refrain 
from conducting underground nuclear tests 
in advance of a Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. 

Mr. AKAKA. I ask it be set aside for 
further consideration, and I yield back 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, article I, 
section 8, of the Constitution of the 
United States states the following: 

Congress shall have the Power To * * * 
raise and support Armies * * * To provide and 
maintain a Navy; To make rules for the Gov-
ernment and Regulation of the land and 
naval Forces; To provide for calling forth the 
Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, 
suppress Insurrections, and repel Invasions. 

Mr. President, I cite the Constitution 
because in the debate today we have 
heard on several occasions that the 
President did not approve this or the 
President did not ask for appropria-
tions, that the President did not have 
this in his budget request. 

Mr. President, the Constitution of 
the United States does not say that the 
President shall have the power to raise 
and support armies or that the Presi-
dent has the power to provide and 
maintain a navy. It is the Congress 
that has the power. And what we are 
doing today, and this evening, is to ex-
ercise that power and authority that 
has been granted to the people of the 
United States and to their representa-
tives in the House and the Senate. 

If we abide with some of the sugges-
tions made by my colleagues, I would 
say the Constitution should read that 
the Congress of the United States will 
be the rubberstamp of the President. I 
do not believe that was ever the inten-
tion of our Founding Fathers. 

Second, throughout the debate today, 
the sum of $7 billion has been heard on 
several occasions. It represents sums of 
moneys that this committee has rec-
ommended for the purchase of certain 
equipment. It is true that what I am 
about to list were not specifically re-
quested by the President. But in the 
exercise of our authority as set forth in 
article I, section 8, of the Constitution, 
we felt that the best interests of this 
Nation would be served if we did exer-
cise this authority. So, if I may, I 
would like to go down the list so my 
colleagues will know what is involved. 

The so-called master plan of the De-
partment of Defense states that, by the 

year 2000, we will purchase 15 DDG–51 
destroyers. These are the latest de-
stroyers, the most powerful on the 
seven seas. The President requested 
two. We decided for the sake of econo-
mies, we should have four. 

In the scheme of contracting and 
building, I think it is common knowl-
edge that if one purchases in larger 
quantities the purchase price would be 
less—$1.4 billion. Before we made this 
decision we conferred with the Chief of 
Naval Operations, we conferred with 
the Secretary of the Navy. They con-
sidered this to be of high priority. 

Just a few moments ago this Con-
gress, this Senate, by a vote of 72 to 27, 
approved the appropriation of $1.3 bil-
lion for the purchase of an LHD–7 am-
phibious assault ship. That ship was 
not requested by the President of the 
United States, but it is part of the 
master plan of the Department of De-
fense. It is scheduled to be purchased in 
about 3 years. But, in checking with 
the shipyards of this Nation, we found 
that this year would be the year to 
make that contract. This is one of the 
highest priorities for the U.S. Marines. 

We call upon the Marines almost 
every year, unfortunately, to send 
their men in harm’s way. They are the 
first on the beach. They are the first to 
shed blood. And they want to make 
certain, if they are going to be first, 
they do so with the best of equipment, 
best of survival facilities—and this ship 
will provide that survivability. 

Mr. President, $770 million for the 
National Guard. The President of the 
United States did not request $770 mil-
lion for the National Guard equipment, 
but every adjutant general of the 50 
States begged the Congress for assist-
ance in this area. It is common knowl-
edge among us that, up until now, the 
National Guard gets all the leftovers. 
When the regular services get new 
equipment, they get the old equipment. 
When the M1A2 tank comes out, they 
will get the M1A1 tanks. They put up 
the sand bags for floods. They are in-
volved in Bosnia. They were in Desert 
Storm. They were in Somalia. And 
they will be going to the next place 
wherever it is. And if we are calling 
upon the National Guard, the citizen 
soldiers, to stand in harm’s way, I 
think it is only reasonable for the Con-
gress to provide them with the nec-
essary equipment. 

That was $777 million. 
This bill has 12 FNA–18 aircraft, $484 

million. The master plan calls for the 
purchase of 24. The administration had 
requested 12. We added 12. Here again, 
it was a matter of economies, and by 
economies I am talking about big 
economies. By doing this, we would 
have saved over $250 million. 

A high priority for the military are 
the F–15’s and F–16’s; $370 million for 12 
of them. 

A few hours ago this Senate, by an 
overwhelming vote, approved the fund-
ing of $300 million for the national mis-
sile defense research and development. 
That was not requested by the Presi-
dent. We added the $300 million. 

We also added $300 million for the 
Coast Guard. The Coast Guard, as you 
know, Mr. President, is funded through 
the Department of the Treasury. They 
are not part of the Defense Depart-
ment. For all intents and purposes, the 
Coast Guard is now part of the U.S. 
Armed Forces. They were deeply in-
volved in Desert Storm. They suffered 
casualties like all the other services. 
They are presently involved in the 
blockade in Bosnia. They are also in-
volved very deeply working with the 
Navy in drug interdiction. 

So the Treasury Subcommittee came 
to us, and they did so about 3 years 
ago, to provide a helping hand with the 
Coast Guard. And we have been doing 
this. The Senate knows that, the House 
knows that, and the President knows 
that. 

The sum of $174 million for the Co-
manche helicopter; if one should look 
over the whole appropriations meas-
ure—and I say so as a former Army 
person—the Army was the one that was 
shortchanged. The Navy got their 
ships, and the Air Force got their air-
craft. This is the one thing that the 
Army wanted, the Comanche heli-
copter, $174 million. 

This bill also has $250 million for five 
hurricane aircraft. Mr. President, they 
were not requested by the President of 
the United States. But I hope my col-
leagues will be able to confer with the 
Governors of the coastal States and the 
gulf States and ask their opinion—all 
of those. Every moment at this time of 
the year there is some hurricane pop-
ping around in the Caribbean or in the 
Atlantic. And we have heroic men and 
women 24 hours a day up in the air 
checking these things out. The least we 
can do is to give them adequate equip-
ment and the best of aircraft. This will 
provide it, Mr. President. 

There is no pork in here. Listening to 
the debate, one gets the impression 
that this is all waste, this is all pork. 
And as I said earlier this day, I do not 
wish to sound personal and parochial. 
But there is not a single item in here 
that is made in Alaska or Hawaii. 
There is no pork in here for our two 
States. But we feel as chairman and 
ranking member of the subcommittee 
that these are absolutely essential. 

We know that this is a very painful 
period, Mr. President. I, too, would like 
to see more money being spent for the 
homeless, for the poor, and the hungry, 
and for those who are not receiving ap-
propriate education. But we have not 
arrived at the millennium that we pray 
for. There are still people outside our 
borders and inside our borders that 
would relish the thought of destroying 
us. This is not paranoia, Mr. President. 
This is the real world. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that my 
colleagues will look over the list that I 
have just set forth for you, sir. And if 
they can tell us that they do not need 
the destroyer, they do not need the 
hurricane aircraft, they do not wish to 
have the National Guard fully 
equipped, they do not wish to have the 
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Coast Guard better equipped, then we 
might think otherwise. But no one has 
come forth telling us to cross out the 
F–22, cross out the F–15, cross out the 
F–15 and the F–16. No. Mr. President, it 
has been $7 billion. 

I do not often speak on the floor. But 
I just want my colleagues to know that 
making decisions such as this is not an 
easy chore. I can assure you that this 
is a lean and mean defense bill. If there 
is fat, it is almost negligible. And it is 
not in this list, sir. 

Thank you. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I think 

the Senator from Arizona wants to file 
an amendment. I yield to him for that 
purpose. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2407 

(Purpose: To place a limitation on the use of 
funds for Former Soviet Union Threat Re-
duction) 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2407. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 82, between lines 11 and 12, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 8087. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR 

COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION. 
(a) LIMITATION.—Of the funds available 

under title II under the heading ‘‘FORMER 
SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION’’ for dis-
mantlement and destruction of chemical 
weapons, not more than $52,000,000 may be 
obligated or expended for that purpose until 
the President certifies to Congress the fol-
lowing: 

(1) That the United States and Russia have 
completed a joint laboratory study evalu-
ating the proposal of Russia to neutralize its 
chemical weapons and the United States 
agrees with the proposal. 

(2) That Russia has, with the assistance of 
the United States (if necessary), prepared a 
comprehensive plan to manage the dis-
mantlement and destruction of the Russia 
chemical weapons stockpile. 

(3) That the United States and Russia are 
committed to resolving outstanding issues 
under the 1989 Wyoming Memorandum of Un-
derstanding and the 1990 Bilateral Destruc-
tion Agreement. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘1989 Wyoming Memorandum 

of Understanding’’ means the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the Government of 
the United States of America and the Gov-
ernment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics Regarding a Bilateral Verification 
Experiment and Data Exchange Related to 
Prohibition on Chemical Weapons, signed at 
Jackson Hole, Wyoming, on September 23, 
1989. 

(2) The term ‘‘1990 Bilateral Destruction 
Agreement’’ means the Agreement between 
the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics on destruction 
and non-production of chemical weapons and 
on measures to facilitate the multilateral 
convention on banning chemical weapons 
signed on June 1, 1990. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the amendment will 
be set aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2404 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, how 

much time remains now? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska has 5 minutes 12 sec-
onds. 

Mr. STEVENS. Does the Senator 
from Minnesota have any time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota has 6 minutes 4 
seconds. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I will 
make one comment for the consider-
ation of my friend from Minnesota, and 
that is to tell him that of the three 
other bills pertaining to the Depart-
ment of Defense for 1996, compared to 
the three other bills this is the lowest 
level of spending in any of the DOD au-
thorization or appropriations bills. We 
are below the authorization in the 
House, we are below the authorization 
in the Senate, and we are below the ap-
propriations in the House. How can we 
be so far off the mat as I have been 
hearing? 

I reserve the remainder of our time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, for 

my colleagues I would like to read 
from a letter from the administration. 

The administration does not support the 
committee 202(b) allocation, or the level of 
funding provided by the committee bill, 
which is nearly $6.5 billion above the Presi-
dent’s request. By providing an increases for 
defense programs that are neither wanted 
nor justified, the bill would seriously under-
mine the President’s goal of achieving a bal-
anced budget while increasing investment 
programs essential to a higher standard of 
living for all Americans. 

As reflected in his budget, the President 
firmly believes that it is possible to main-
tain a strong defense without sacrificing 
critical investments. The committee’s allo-
cation raises serious concerns about the 
overall priorities reflected in the appropria-
tion process. 

For this reason and other concerns dis-
cussed below, the President’s senior advisers 
would recommend the President veto the bill 
if it were presented to him in the current 
form. 

I have a tremendous respect for my 
colleague from Hawaii, and he is not on 
the floor now, but just in response, I do 
not think the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff is a millenniest. I do not 
think that the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff does not make very rig-
orous decisions about national secu-
rity. 

Again, one more time, we are talking 
about deficit reduction. We are talking 
about cuts in education, child nutri-
tion, low-income housing, low-income 
energy assistance programs, health 
care programs, you name it. And at the 
same time we are going $6.4 billion 
above budget, and this amendment just 
says can we not cut $3.2 billion in budg-
et authority and use that for deficit re-
duction? 

Mr. President, it just seems to me 
that people in Minnesota and people 

around the country are saying, sort out 
your priorities. We are spending bil-
lions of dollars renewing cold war rel-
ics like star wars, the antimissile de-
fense system, the B–2 bomber, new gen-
erations now of attack helicopters and 
airplanes, more destroyers, more car-
riers, more expensive weaponry. 

It is like the sky is the limit. All of 
my colleagues who talk so much about 
deficit reduction over and over and 
over again, they seem to be great when 
it comes to reducing an investment in 
children and in health care and in job 
training and in reducing violence in 
our communities, but when it comes to 
the military contractors, it goes on 
and on and on and on. 

In all due respect, I do not think the 
Pentagon, I do not think the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I do not 
think these are the kinds of people who 
do not make rigorous analysis about 
what is in our national defense. 

But enough is enough. Enough is 
enough. It seems to me we can commu-
nicate a message to people in this 
country that there is going to be some 
little deficit reduction here in this 
Pentagon budget. Forty-nine Senators 
voted for this proposition. That was $7 
billion. I cut this in half. I am hoping 
to have the support of my colleagues. 

Finally, I would say to my colleagues 
on the other side—not all of my col-
leagues on the other side—I think 
there comes a point in time we are 
going to have to redefine national secu-
rity. And part of national security is 
surely the security of our local commu-
nities—that is what the Senator from 
Massachusetts was trying to say, I say 
to my colleague from New Mexico—the 
security of local communities, where 
there is less violence, where there are 
opportunities for children, where there 
is affordable child care, where there is 
decent housing, when people are 
trained for jobs, when there are jobs 
available. This is all part of national 
security, too. 

This amendment just says cut $3.2 
billion—that is it—of the $6.4 billion 
over budget and use that for deficit re-
duction. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, how much time did I 

have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota has 1 minute 28 
seconds. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. In the interest of 

time, I again will not comment very 
long on this. 

Again, I point out that we have a real 
problem in the sense we do not have 
the allocation that the other bills 
have, and yet we are being criticized 
for having the level which is the lowest 
spending level that has been presented 
to the Congress during this session by 
any of the four bills. 

I say this to my friend from Min-
nesota. If you look at the 5-year to 7- 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:51 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00063 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S10AU5.REC S10AU5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12176 August 10, 1995 
year trend, the President’s budget 
comes down and then goes back up. We 
have a budget level which is almost a 
straight line going through the 7-year 
period. The difference between the 
President’s bill and ours is that we use 
the money such as on the LHD–7 or on 
the extra two DDG–51’s to spend it 
wisely so we get a savings. 

There is nothing in this bill that is 
not in the President’s program ulti-
mately in the same 7-year period. But 
we are getting it at a different pace, 
and we are using our head about when 
to continue a line and when to shut it 
down. The LHD–7 for instance funded 
in this bill now will save us $700 mil-
lion over this period of the 7 years. We 
save a similar amount of money by 
starting the funding on the DDG–51’s. 

I cannot understand why we are criti-
cized for getting more for less money. 
Again, I want to state that. We spent 
less money than any of the other three 
bills, and we get more for defense, meet 
more of the objectives, and I believe 
that you will see the Department of 
Defense recognizing that. 

I yield to my friend from Arkansas. 
And I see the Senator from South Da-
kota here, too, to qualify amendments. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if 
my colleague will yield for a mo-
ment—— 

Mr. PRYOR. The curtain is about to 
fall. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am sorry. I was 
going to say we will be done in 11⁄2 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Wellstone 
amendment be temporarily laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2408 
(Purpose: To provide for the testing of 
theater missile defense interceptors) 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2408. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . TESTING OF THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE 

INTERCEPTORS. 
(a) APPROVAL BEYOND LOW-RATE INITIAL 

PRODUCTION.—The Secretary of Defense may 
not approve a theater missile defense inter-
ceptor program beyond the low-rate initial 
production acquisition stage until the Sec-
retary certifies to the congressional defense 
committees that the program— 

(1) has successfully completed initial oper-
ational test and evaluation; and 

(2) involves a suitable and effective sys-
tem. 

(b) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS.—(1) In 
order to be certified under subsection (a), the 

initial operational test and evaluation con-
ducted with respect to a program shall in-
clude flight tests— 

(A) that were conducted with multiple 
interceptors and multiple targets in the 
presence of realistic countermeasures; and 

(B) the results of which demonstrate the 
achievement of baseline performance thresh-
olds by such interceptors. 

(2) The Director of Operational Test and 
Evaluation shall specify the number of flight 
tests required with respect to a program 
under paragraph (1) in order to make a cer-
tification referred to in subsection (a). 

(3) The Secretary may utilize modeling and 
simulation validated by ground and flight 
testing in order to augment flight testing to 
demonstrate weapons system performance 
for purposes of a certification under sub-
section (a). 

(c) REPORTS.—(1) The Director of Oper-
ational Test and Evaluation and the head of 
the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization 
shall include in the annual reports to Con-
gress of such officials plans to test ade-
quately theater missile defense interceptor 
programs throughout the acquisition proc-
ess. 

(2) As each theater missile defense system 
progresses through the acquisition process, 
the officials referred to in paragraph (1) shall 
include in the annual reports to Congress of 
such officials an assessment of the extent to 
which such programs satisfy the planned test 
objectives for such programs. 

(d) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the baseline performance thresholds for 
a program are the weapon system perform-
ance thresholds specified in the baseline de-
scription for the weapon system established 
pursuant to section 2435(a)(1) of title 10, 
United States Code, before the program cen-
tered into the engineering and manufac-
turing development stage. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2409 
(Purpose: Relating to interim leases of prop-

erty approved for closure or realignment) 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I have an 

additional amendment I send to the 
desk at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pre-
vious amendment will be set aside. The 
clerk will report this amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2409. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place add the following: 

SEC. . INTERIM LEASES OF PROPERTY AP-
PROVED FOR CLOSURE OR REALIGN-
MENT. 

Section 2667(f) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(4)(A) Notwithstanding the National En-
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 
et seq.), the scope of any environmental im-
pact analysis necessary to support an in-
terim lease of property under this subsection 
shall be limited to the environmental con-
sequences of activities authorized under the 
proposed lease and the cumulative impacts 
of other past, present, and reasonably fore-
seeable future actions during the period of 
the proposed lease. 

‘‘(B) Interim leases entered into under this 
subsection shall be deemed not to prejudice 
the final property disposal decision, even if 
final property disposal may be delayed until 
completion of the interim lease term. An in-

terim lease under this subsection shall not 
be entered into without prior consultation 
with the redevelopment authority concerned. 

‘‘(C) The provisions of subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) shall not apply to an interim lease 
under this subsection if authorized activities 
under the lease would— 

‘‘(i) significantly effect the quality of the 
human environment; or 

‘‘(ii) irreversibly alter the environment in 
a way that would preclude any reasonable 
disposal alternative of the property con-
cerned.’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This 
amendment will be set aside. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2410 THROUGH 2424 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I make 

a similar offer on behalf of the man-
agers. I file a series of amendments to 
be considered later under the agree-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS] 
proposes amendments numbered 2410 through 
2424. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 2410 

(Purpose: To limit indirect costs regarding 
compensation) 

SEC. . Restriction on reimbursement of 
costs. 

‘‘(a) None of the funds provided in this Act 
may be obligated for payment on new con-
tracts on which allowable costs charged to 
the government include payments for indi-
vidual compensation at a rate in excess of 
$250,000 per year.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 2411 
At the appropriate place, insert: 
SEC. . The Secretary of Defense shall de-

velop and provide to the congressional de-
fense committees an Electronic Combat Mas-
ter Plan to establish an optimum infrastruc-
ture for electronic combat assets no later 
than March 31, 1996. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2412 

(Purpose: To prohibit the expenditure of 
funds for the pay and allowances of mili-
tary personnel convicted of serious crimes) 

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . Prohibition of pay and allowances 
for military personnel convicted of serious 
crimes. 

‘‘(a) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, none of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be obligated for the pay or al-
lowances of any member of the Armed 
Forces who has been sentenced by a court- 
martial to any sentence that includes con-
finement for one year or more, death, dis-
honorable discharge, bad-conduct discharge, 
or dismissal during any period of confine-
ment or parole. 

‘‘(b) In a case involving an accused who has 
dependents, the convening authority or 
other person acting under title 10, section 
860, may waive any or all of the forfeitures of 
pay and allowances required by subsection 
(a) for a period not to exceed six months. 
Any amount of pay or allowances that, ex-
cept for a waiver under this subsection, 
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would be forfeited shall be paid, as the con-
vening authority or other person taking ac-
tion directs, to the dependents of the ac-
cused. 

‘‘(c) if the sentence of a member who for-
feits pay and allowances under subsection (a) 
is set aside or disapproved or, as finally ap-
proved, does not provide for a punishment re-
ferred to in subsection (a), the member shall 
be paid the pay and allowances which the 
member would have been paid, except for the 
forfeiture, for the period during which the 
forfeiture was in effect.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 2413 
(Purpose: To provide for termination of 

Project ELF of the Navy) 
On page 9, line 4, after ‘‘30, 1997’’ insert the 

following: ‘‘: Provided further, That, of the 
funds appropriated under this heading, not 
more than $12,200,000 shall be available only 
for paying the costs of terminating Project 
ELF’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2414 
On page 29, before the period on line 13, in-

sert: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the funds 
appropriated in this paragraph for the Bal-
listic Missile Defense Organization, 
$10,000,000 shall only be available to continue 
program activities and launch preparation 
efforts under the Strategic Target System 
(STARS) program’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2415 
On page 17, increase the amount on line 3 

by $40,000,000. 
On page 10, reduce the amount on line 19 by 

$40,000,000. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2416 

(Purpose: To place limitations on the obliga-
tion of funds for procurement of certain at-
tack submarines) 
On page 82, between lines 11 and 12, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 8087. (a) If, on February 18, 1996, the 

Secretary of the Navy has not certified in 
writing to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives that— 

(1) the Secretary has restructured the new 
attack submarine program to provide for— 

(A) procurement of the lead vessel under 
the program from General Dynamics Cor-
poration Electric Boat Division (hereafter in 
this section referred to as ‘‘Electric Boat Di-
vision’’) beginning in fiscal year 1998 (subject 
to the price offered by Electric Boat Division 
being determined fair and reasonable by the 
Secretary), 

(B) procurement of the second vessel under 
the program from Newport News Ship-
building and Drydock Company beginning in 
fiscal year 1999 (subject to the price offered 
by Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock 
Company being determined fair and reason-
able by the Secretary), and 

(C) procurement of other vessels under the 
program under one or more contracts that 
are entered into after competition between 
Electric Boat Division and Newport News 
Shipbuilding and Drydock Company for 
which the Secretary shall solicit competitive 
proposals and award the contract or con-
tracts, on the basis of price, and 

(2) the Secretary has directed, as set forth 
in detail in such certification that— 

(A) no action is to be taken to terminate 
or to fail to extend either the existing Plan-
ning Yard contract for the Trident class sub-
marines or the existing Planning Yard con-
tract for the SSN–688 Los Angeles class sub-
marines except by reason of a breach of con-
tract by the contractor or an insufficiency of 
appropriations. 

(B) no action is to be taken to terminate 
any existing Lead Design Yard contract for 
the SSN–21 Seawolf class submarines or for 

the SSN–688 Los Angeles class submarines, 
except by reason of a breach of contract by 
the contractor or an insufficiency of appro-
priations. 

(C) both Electric Boat Division and New-
port News Shipbuilding and Drydock Com-
pany are to have access to sufficient infor-
mation concerning the design of the new at-
tack submarine to ensure that each is capa-
ble of constructing the new attack sub-
marine, and 

(D) no action is to be taken to impair the 
design, engineering, construction, and main-
tenance competencies of either Electric Boat 
Division or Newport News Shipbuilding and 
Drydock Company to construct the new at-
tack submarine, 
then, funds appropriated in title III under 
the heading ‘‘SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, 
NAVY’’ may not be obligated for the SSN–21 
attack submarine program or for the new at-
tack submarine program (NSSN–1 and 
NSSN–2). 

(b) Funds referred to in subsection (a) for 
procurement of the lead and second vessels 
under the new attack submarine program 
may not be expended during fiscal year 1996 
for the lead vessel under that program (other 
than for class design) unless funds are obli-
gated or expended during such fiscal year for 
a contract in support of procurement of the 
second vessel under the program. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2417 
At the appropriate place in the bill, add 

the following new section: 
SEC. . None of the funds available to the 

Department of Defense during fiscal year 
1996 may be obligated or expended to support 
or finance the activities of the Defense Pol-
icy Advisory Committee on Trade. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2418 
On page 28 line 19, insert the following be-

fore the period: 
‘‘: Provided further, That of the funds ap-

propriated under this heading, $45,458,000 
shall be made available for the Intercooled 
Recuperative Turbine Engine Project.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 2419 
At the appropriate place in the bill add the 

following: 
SEC. . Six months after the date of enact-

ment of this Act the General Accounting Of-
fice shall report to the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives on any changes in Depart-
ment of Defense commissary access policy, 
including providing reservists additional or 
new privileges, and addressing the financial 
impact on the commissaries as a result of 
any policy changes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2420 
At the appropriate place in the bill add the 

following: 
SEC. . None of the funds made available in 

this Act under the heading ‘‘Procurement of 
Ammunition, Army’’ may be obligated or ex-
pended for the procurement of munitions un-
less such acquisition fully complies with the 
Competition in Contracting Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2421 
Strike on page 49 between lines 3–12, Sec. 

8024, and insert in lieu therof: 
‘‘SEC. 8024. During the current fiscal year, 

none of the funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense may be used to procure or 
acquire (1) defensive handguns unless such 
handguns are the M9 or M11 9mm Depart-
ment of Defense standard handguns, or (2) of-
fensive handguns except for the Special Op-
erations Forces: Provided, That the foregoing 
shall not apply to handguns and ammunition 
for marksmanship competitions.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 2422 
(Purpose: Rescission of Berthing Barges) 
On page 71, line 12 insert: 

‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 1993/ 
1997’’, $32,804,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2423 
(Purpose: Rescission of Berthing Barges) 
On page 71, line 12 insert: 
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 1993/ 

1997’’, $32,804,000. 
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 1994/ 

1998’’, $19,911,000. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2424 

(Purpose: Rescission of Berthing Barges) 
On page 71, line 12 insert: 
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy, 1994/ 

1998’’, $19,911,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

AMENDMENT NO. 2404 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

how much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota has 1 minute and 
31 seconds. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
yield the remainder of my time to the 
Senator from North Dakota and ask 
unanimous consent that he be included 
as an original cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from North Dakota is 
recognized. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to 
support the amendment that is offered 
by my colleague from Minnesota. It is 
important that we all understand what 
he has offered. 

What the Senator from Minnesota is 
saying is that we should not buy things 
for which the Pentagon has not asked. 
We should not spend money that the 
Department of Defense has not re-
quested. We should not decide to be 
wild-eyed big spenders when it comes 
to this bill for things that no one has 
said we need. 

This bill spends $7 billion more than 
the Department of Defense asked for on 
trucks, planes, ships, helicopters, sub-
marines—all for things for which the 
Pentagon has not asked. 

It is strange to me that after all of 
these months agonizing about the debt 
and the deficit, and saying we must 
tighten our belts when it comes to 
health care for seniors, education for 
kids from middle-income families, nu-
trition for poor kids, all of a sudden, 
when this bill comes to the floor of the 
Senate, not a word, not one word about 
the Federal deficit. In fact, just the op-
posite. We are told that we should 
spend money we do not have on things 
we do not need. We should spend $7 bil-
lion more than the Secretary of De-
fense has asked this Congress for. 

Now, why not a word about the Fed-
eral budget deficit? What is the biggest 
threat to this country? In my judg-
ment, debt and deficit. That is why I 
support the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota to cut $3.2 bil-
lion back to the President’s request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired of the Senator from Min-
nesota. 

The Senator from Alaska now has 2 
minutes and 54 seconds. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I told 
the Senator from Minnesota if he need-
ed additional time I would be happy to 
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yield to him. I will be happy to let him 
use the remainder of my time. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Alaska for his 
graciousness. I think that we have had 
the debate and I do not need any more 
time. 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to table the 
amendment under the same arrange-
ment—we have 2 minutes on each side 
before the vote. 

I ask unanimous consent on that. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. I ask for the yeas and 

nays now, too. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. I now ask the amend-

ment be set aside until we vote on 
amendments sometime around 9. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2403 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
earlier sent an amendment to the desk. 
I ask that it be called up at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment 
No. 2403. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2403. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 
me just state for my colleagues the 
purpose for this amendment, and it is 
stated here on the amendment that I 
submitted. The purpose is—— 

Let me first clarify, Mr. President. Is 
there any time agreement on this? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no time agreement at this time. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. There is no time 
agreement. I advise the Senator from 
Alaska it will take 10 to 15 minutes on 
my part and whatever time the Sen-
ator would ask. I do not need a time 
agreement. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is perfectly un-
derstandable. I would be pleased to put 
one down so people would know they 
should come in a period of time. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. We can indicate it 
will take no more than 30 minutes 
equally divided. 

Is that reasonable? That would get us 
to 9. 

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator will have 
15 minutes and we have 5 on this side; 
and a 20-minute time limit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, the 

purpose, as it is stated here in the 
amendment, is to reduce funding for 
the TOW 2B by $20 million; the Hellfire 

II by $40 million; and the CBU–87 by $30 
million, which are munitions that have 
been determined by the inspector gen-
eral of the Department of Defense as 
being excess to the requirements of the 
Armed Forces. 

Mr. President, this issue first came 
to our attention because Ed 
McGaffigan, who works on defense 
issues for me, was reading Defense 
Week, the July 17 edition of Defense 
Week. There is an article on the front 
page of that publication. By way of 
compliment to them, I think they do 
good work in keeping us apprised of de-
fense issues. 

This headline says, ‘‘IG’’—or inspec-
tor general—says ‘‘Services Miscount 
Future Munitions Needs by $15 Bil-
lion.’’ The first sentence of the article 
says: 

The Army, Navy and Air Force have over-
stated by $15.5 billion their respective re-
quirements for anti-armor munitions 
planned for purchase between fiscal years 
1996 and beyond 2001, the Pentagon’s Inspec-
tor General has concluded in a new classified 
report. 

Mr. President, obviously that report, 
since it is classified, I am not in a posi-
tion to go into the detail of that re-
port, except to recount what the press 
has reported. 

But the simple fact is, we have got 
three types of munitions, two types of 
missiles, and then in addition to the 
two types of missiles, we have got the 
bombs. 

So let me just say very briefly the 
TOW 2B is a ground-to-ground missile 
which is intended to target tanks. The 
Hellfire is an air-to-ground missile that 
is shot from helicopters, again tar-
geting tanks. And then the CBU–87, of 
course, is a bomb. It is a combined-ef-
fect munitions bomb. 

The simple fact is, Mr. President, 
that none of these items were re-
quested by the Department of Defense 
in the budget they sent to us. None of 
these items are in the so-called future- 
year defense plan. Always before in the 
earlier amendments that I have heard 
offered here on this bill, people say, 
well, maybe it is not requested for next 
year but it is requested for a future 
year. None of these are requested for 
any future year, even 6 years out. None 
of these are needed, according to the 
inspector general of the Department of 
Defense. 

So, let me just briefly say that the 
inspector general has done a study of 
this in depth. Congress received that 
study on June 29. And the report sum-
marizes a whole series of ongoing work 
that the inspector general has done. 
The report essentially says that each 
of the Services, especially the Army, 
but each of them, has or is planning to 
have more munitions than it needs to 
carry out its responsibilities under the 
two-major-regional-contingency sce-
nario which is presently what we are 
planning for in the Bottom-Up Review. 

The reason is that the Army was 
planning to fight the war by itself and 
planning to kill every piece of armor in 

both theaters in these two regional 
contingencies. 

Other Services were also planning to 
fight the war essentially by them-
selves. When the capabilities of the 
other Services are taken into account, 
we are planning to buy much more in 
munitions than we need. But even the 
Department of Defense is not planning 
to buy these. They did not request 
them. Once we saw this article, we 
wrote a letter to the inspector general, 
on July 27, to ask whether the add-ons 
in the bill, which, as I said before sev-
eral times, were not requested, whether 
those add-ons were consistent with the 
inspector general’s findings. 

I received an answer on the 2d of Au-
gust. Let me read the second paragraph 
of that letter to you, Mr. President. 
This is the inspector general of the De-
partment of Defense saying—this is a 
quotation: 

Based on use of the fiscal year 1996 require-
ments data, the Army and Air Force inven-
tories of TOW 2B missiles and CBU–87 bombs 
significantly exceed the amounts of those 
two munitions that the Services project they 
would use in two major regional contin-
gencies. The Army inventory of Hellfire II 
missiles will equal the amount of munitions 
that would be expended in the contingencies 
after the Army received the missiles cur-
rently on contract. Further, the Services 
have significant quantities of previous con-
figurations of the TOW and Hellfire missile 
systems, as well as significant quantities of 
cluster bombs that were replaced by CBU–87 
bombs. We are not aware of any compelling 
need to procure more of those weapons than 
the Department requested for fiscal year 
1996. 

Mr. President, the inspector general 
says they are not aware of any compel-
ling need to procure what is in this bill 
and what my amendment would pro-
pose to delete. 

Mr. President, I cannot think of a 
clearer example for this Senate to deal 
with than the one that is presented by 
this amendment. It is a question of 
whether the Senate is willing to save 
$90 million of taxpayer money by refus-
ing to spend it on excess munitions 
that the Pentagon says they do not 
need, that the inspector general of the 
Pentagon says they do not need, that 
nobody has requested, and that have 
been added into this bill by the sub-
committee as they marked up the bill. 

I think the only responsible course is 
to adopt the amendment which I am of-
fering here and to cancel the planned 
expenditure of this $90 million, Mr. 
President. The defense bill cannot be 
seen by the American people as a jobs 
bill. We cannot just look to which Sen-
ator has some defense contractor that 
they want to do a favor for. We do not 
need these munitions. There is no jus-
tification for buying them. We should 
not use hard-earned taxpayer dollars to 
purchase these munitions. And I know 
of no argument to the contrary. 

Mr. President, I ask how much of my 
time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 7 minutes 35 
seconds. 
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Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 

me reserve the remainder of my time 
and allow the Senator from Alaska, or 
anybody else, to respond, if they would 
like. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska controls 5 minutes. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, in our 
meetings, and as the Senator from Ha-
waii indicated, we met with each one of 
the Service chiefs. They highlighted 
their priorities. Munitions was the top 
priority in terms of readiness. This has 
been proven to be a very effective mu-
nition. It was vital in the gulf war. The 
systems were fully included in the au-
thorization bill from the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and we have followed 
precisely the authorization contained 
in that bill. The Pentagon has not con-
veyed to us any objection to these 
items. To the contrary, we understood 
that they were sought by the Service 
chiefs. 

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. President, the Senator is abso-

lutely correct. We have been contacted 
by the acquisition people in the Army, 
and they are fully supportive—for one 
reason; they support $5 million of this 
request because of the need for what 
they call a cold weather fix. 

Some of these weapons had been 
damaged as a result of storage and cold 
weather, and there is a retrofit re-
quired for that. 

The other $15 million they believe is 
essential for the replenishment of 
those that eventually have to be re-
tired. It is also important to note that 
the Army will be providing TOW 2B’s 
to the U.S. Marine Corps. While the 
focus is on the Army, we have to re-
member some of these missiles will be 
going to the U.S. Marine Corps. 

As the Senator from Alaska said, this 
is the premier tank killer in the inven-
tory. There is not anything like it. It is 
the best in the world. Clearly, since it 
is the desire to use the $20 million as 
indicated, I believe the committee’s po-
sition ought to be supported. 

I thank the chairman for yielding. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, how 

much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska has 3 minutes and 5 
seconds. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I say 
to my friend, I am prepared to yield 
back the remainder of my time, but I 
leave it to the Senator to finish his 
time if he wishes. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 

me just take another few minutes to 
conclude my argument in favor of this 
amendment, which I do think is a very 
straightforward amendment. 

The Senator from Arizona says he 
has been contacted by acquisition peo-
ple in the Army who favor procurement 
of more of these weapons. I am not fa-

miliar with who might have contacted 
him. All I know is the Department of 
Defense did not request them; the In-
spector General of the Department of 
Defense says they are not needed. 
There is no indication that we received 
in the Armed Services Committee that 
they are in any way needed. I grant 
you they are authorized in the author-
ization bill, and that is just as egre-
gious a mistake as appropriating the 
money for them is in this bill. 

I think there is really no argument 
that I know of that any of the Services 
feel they have an insufficient quantity 
of the TOW 2B or the Hellfire or this 
bomb. So I think, clearly, the need is 
not there. 

Let me also say, I do not disagree 
with anything that the Senator from 
Alaska or the Senator from Arizona 
said about the value of these weapons. 
There is no dispute about that. They 
are excellent missiles. They are excel-
lent bombs. The only question is, when 
are we going to quit buying them? How 
many do we have to have in excess? 
How big does the inventory have to be 
before we finally say, ‘‘Fine, we have 
plenty, we have enough to fight two re-
gional conflicts at the same time,’’ 
which is a fairly major statement in 
and of itself. 

Mr. President, at some point, we 
have to be honest with the American 
people and say, ‘‘As stewards of your 
tax money, we are going to only spend 
that money on things that are needed.’’ 
These are not needed. That is the sim-
ple fact of it. They are not requested. 
They are not needed. They are not any-
where in this 6-year defense plan that 
the Department of Defense has sent to 
us. As I say, I cannot go into much 
more detail about what is in the classi-
fied report that we have on this issue 
from the Inspector General. Quite 
frankly, I think it is classified because 
the facts contained in it would prob-
ably be an embarrassment to the De-
partment. For whatever reason, it is 
classified. 

We do have one page which is unclas-
sified from the report. Let me just 
make reference to that. It says in here: 

The Services’ processes for determining 
quantitative requirements for munitions to 
defeat armored targets needed improvement. 

There is a euphemism if you ever 
heard a euphemism, Mr. President. De-
fense Week says that the IG report 
says that they have overestimated 
their need by $15 billion. This unclassi-
fied page from the report says that 
their ways of determining quantitative 
requirements needed improvement. 

I agree, they do need improvement. 
They say here that the Services’ 

processes needed improvement because 
* * * the Services used incorrect quantities 

of threat systems that were in the hands of 
potential enemies. 

That is, they have misassessed poten-
tial threats. They say that their proc-
esses need improvement because of 
their uncoordinated shares of threat 
systems that each Service would be re-
sponsible for defeating. 

To put that in plain English, Mr. 
President, we had each of the Services 
preparing to fight the war by them-
selves. When the Department of De-
fense finally stepped in and said, ‘‘Let’s 
audit this situation, let’s look at what 
the whole inventory is,’’ they said, ‘‘We 
do not need the Army to have enough 
to fight the next war, and the Air 
Force enough to fight the next war, 
and the Navy enough to fight the next 
war. We just need enough to fight the 
next war.’’ So that is basically the con-
clusion. 

I will cite one other statement in 
this unclassified page from the classi-
fied report. It says: 

As reported in our separate audit reports 
to the Army, the Navy, the Air Force and 
the Marine Corps, the above conditions re-
sulted in the Services overstating their 
quantitative requirements for antiarmor 
munitions by more than $15.5 billion. 

Mr. President, it is unconscionable 
for us to sit here and add more money 
for munitions that are not requested, 
that are not needed, that we have ex-
cess inventories of already. And that is 
precisely what this bill calls for today. 

My amendment will correct that. It 
will save the taxpayers of the country 
$90 million. I know $90 million does not 
sound like a lot of money in Wash-
ington, but it is a reasonable amount 
of money for most Americans. And 
most Americans would say, ‘‘If you 
don’t need to spend that $90 million for 
additional missiles and bombs of this 
type, then why should you spend it?’’ 
And that is basically the point of my 
amendment. I hope very much my col-
leagues will support the amendment. 

If the Senator from Alaska is ready 
to yield back his time, then I will yield 
back mine. 

Mr. President, I address a question, if 
I can, to the Senator from Alaska and 
ask if we can have the same agreement 
with regard to the 2 minutes of expla-
nation on both sides, once we do have a 
few Senators, if he is to stack the 
votes. 

Mr. STEVENS. That will be my re-
quest, and I am prepared to yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
yield the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. 

Mr. STEVENS. I make the motion to 
table the amendment on the same basis 
as before, 2 minutes on each side. I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that that amend-
ment be set aside so we can proceed to 
Senator HARKIN’s amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2410 
Mr. HARKIN. I call up amendment 

No. 2410 and ask for its consideration. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for 

himself and Mrs. BOXER, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2410. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I say to 
the manager of the bill, this is the one 
that was agreed upon. 

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator wishes 
to make a brief explanation, we are 
pleased to accept this amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN Mr. President, this 
amendment maintains for another year 
the existing provision placed into law 
last year as a part of the fiscal year 
1995 Defense appropriations bill. It pro-
vides that the Federal Government 
share of the cost of a company’s oper-
ation should not include its share of 
anyone’s pay in excess of $250,000. It 
does not stop a company from paying 
an executive more than $250,000. There 
are many costs that are not allowable: 
hunting lodges, alcoholic beverages, et- 
cetera, perhaps 50 disallowable items. 

This amendment says that in these 
difficult budget times, one of the limits 
should be on employee compensation 
over $250,000. 

In an analysis done by DOD several 
years ago, it showed that DOD alone 
very often paid more than a million 
dollars for just DOD’s share of one ex-
ecutive’s work. 

Now, we see that the Pentagon may 
be picking up $31 million in bonuses 
and other benefits to top executives of 
Lockheed and Martin-Marietta because 
of the deals made regarding their 
merger. Why should the Federal Gov-
ernment be paying $31 million of this 
$90 million cost. If the stockholders are 
willing to make those payments, that 
is one thing. For the taxpayers to 
make them when we are cutting so 
many needed programs would be out-
rageous. 

Let me say it again. Children are not 
getting the basics and the Defense De-
partment may pay millions in gold- 
laden gifts to the executives. That 
should not be a taxpayer’s expenses 

Our budget are getting tighter. I 
have often fought for fairly small sums 
for what I view as very necessary Gov-
ernment expenditures as we all have. 
And, our ability to fund programs 
needed to provide for needy children, 
the disabled and elderly is being cut to 
the bone. 

I urge that the amendment be agreed 
to. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, this 
amendment will cap taxpayer reim-
bursement for the salaries of defense 
contractor executives at $250,000 per 
year for contracts consummated in fis-
cal year 1996. It will extend a similar 
provision contained in the fiscal year 
1995 Defense Appropriation Act. 

I began investigating this issue after 
hearing reports of multimillion-dollar 
bonuses awarded as a result of the 
Lockheed-Martin Marietta merger. As 
a result of that merger, $92 million in 
bonuses will be awarded—$31 million of 
which will be paid by the taxpayers. 

I think it is wrong that corporate ex-
ecutives make so much money at a 
time when their employees are strug-
gling just to make ends meet. What 
makes it even worse in this case is that 
these multimillion-dollar bonuses were 
given as a reward for a business deal 
resulting in 12,000 layoffs nationwide. 

So the taxpayers buy rich executives 
$31 million worth of champagne and 
caviar, while laid-off defense workers 
struggle just to feed their families. I 
think the defense industry employees— 
in California and across their Nation— 
are the ones who deserve a bonus. The 
CEO’s and multimillionaire executives 
are doing just fine. 

As I investigated this issue further, I 
discovered that the problem was not 
limited to mergers or bonuses. Top de-
fense industry executives routinely 
earn more than $1 million per year— 
sometimes even more than $5 million. 
And the taxpayers pick up most of the 
tab. 

This amendment sets a $250,000 max-
imum for compensation that is reim-
bursable by the taxpayers. It applies to 
all forms of compensation including 
bonuses and salary. 

It is important to understand that 
my bill sets no limit on the compensa-
tion that an executive can receive. 
That is an issue best left to the stock-
holders and directors of each company. 
If the stockholders believe that the 
Lockheed-Martin merger was such a 
fine business decision that they want 
to award their CEO a $9 million 
bonus—or for that matter a $90 million 
bonus—that is fine with me. All my 
legislation would do is stop them from 
passing the check to the taxpayers. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 
was the subject of the bill last year. We 
had several comments at the time. I 
am not sure the House is willing to ac-
cept it. We will take it to conference. I 
ask for a vote on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 2410) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. HARKIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2401 

(Purpose: To strike $70,000,000 appropriated 
for Research, Development, Test and Eval-
uation, Defense-Wide, for support tech-
nologies/follow-on technologies advanced 
development, specifically provided for the 
Space-Based Laser Program) 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2401. 
On page 29, line 12, strike out 

‘‘$9,196,784,000’’ and insert in lieu thereof 
‘‘$9,126,784,000’’. 

Mr. STEVENS. Would the Senator 
consider a 20-minute time agreement, 
equally divided? 

Mr. HARKIN. Make it 30. If I do not 
use it all, I will yield my time. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be 15 minutes on the 
Senator’s side and 5 minutes on our 
side on this amendment before we have 
action on or in relation to the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator will 
yield, that means we should be voting 
sometime around 5 minutes after 9. It 
will be my intention at that time to 
proceed in order to call up the amend-
ments that have been stacked. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield, I have one other amendment 
after this. We can do it quickly. It will 
be shorter than this one. 

Mr. STEVENS. I will withdraw the 
request at this time, and we will see 
what happens. We should vote around 
9:15. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, well, it 
is back again, and I am not talking 
about ‘‘Freddy from Elm Street,’’ I am 
talking about star wars. Let me point 
out that we had a $7 billion add-on on 
this, as you know, more than what the 
Pentagon wanted. The amendment of-
fered by Senator KOHL, as you know, 
last week failed on a 51 to 48 vote to 
take out all of that $7 billion add-on. 
But it is my opinion that we should at 
least cut some of the most egregious 
add-ons, and perhaps the most egre-
gious add-on is the one that puts 
money in for a star wars weapons sys-
tem called the space-based laser. 

I am talking about star wars, Mr. 
President, a system of at least 12 space 
stations upon each of which is mounted 
a huge laser weapon. This laser is pow-
ered by combustion of hydrogen and 
fluorine. It is a chemical laser. It is not 
an x-ray laser, not a neutral particle- 
beam laser, and it is not a space-based 
kinetic kill vehicle. It is a con-
centrated beam of light. 

This laser beam of concentrated light 
is designed to produce 2.2 million watts 
of energy. It is this Nation’s most pow-
erful and, by far, most expensive mili-
tary laser on the design mode. Yet, it 
is obviously not completely developed, 
experts say. The needed power level for 
this weapon to work is somewhere be-
tween 5 and 10 million watts, or by a 
factor of 5 over what the design is of 
this one. 

The light produced by this laser is 
not visible to the human eye but is in 
the infrared part of the electro-
magnetic spectrum. 

This infrared light is effective only 
in space. It can be used only in space 
because the infrared light can pene-
trate the Earth’s atmosphere in space 
only to a height of 5 or 6 miles above 
the ground. 

You can think of it as a giant, deadly 
flashlight, able to zap up to 100 missiles 
with the amount of fuel on board, or 
zap a maximum of 5 to 10 theater-range 
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missiles launched simultaneously, or 
maybe zap 15 to 20 ICBM’s launched si-
multaneously. To collect the light 
from each laser, there is a reflective 
mirror of more than 35 feet in diame-
ter. To give an idea of the size of that, 
it would be just about the size perhaps 
to fit in this Senate Chamber. 

This mirror, which collects the laser 
beam and focuses, is flexible. So you 
have to think of this laser as a flash-
light held in one position steadily, 
pointing into a large mirror. The mir-
ror can pivot to reflect the light from 
the laser toward the target. So the 
mirror collects the light, focuses the 
light into a beam, and points the beam 
to a target hundreds or thousands of 
miles away and, of course, that target 
is moving. 

Originally, this mirror had very 
heavy systems of cooling water to pre-
vent the extreme heat of the laser from 
shattering the reflective material. But 
one item developed in the last few 
years was coatings that make the mir-
rors so reflective that they need no 
cooling. 

In fact, these reflective coatings for 
the mirror were actually tested almost 
exactly a year ago. 

Daniel R. Wildt, an advanced systems 
manager at TRW, who works on the 
space-based laser, was quoted in the 
New York Times as saying about the 
new reflective coating, ‘‘What this 
means is immense weight savings. It is 
a breakthrough.’’ The Times article 
goes on to say that it would take one 
or two large rockets to loft each laser 
battle station into orbit. And a dozen 
or so of these would be needed. Experts 
say such a complex of 12 orbiting battle 
stations might cost about $30 billion to 
$48 billion. 

Mr. President, if this all sounds kind 
of familiar, yes, we have talked about 
it before, back during the time when 
President Reagan was in office. We 
talked about putting all of these battle 
stations up and all of these lasers and 
they are going to zap all these missiles. 
We finally got off of that. But it is still 
alive. That snake has not been killed 
yet, and it is coming back again. That 
is what this amendment seeks to do, to 
take out that $70 million. 

Think about it as just the first step 
toward a $30 billion expenditure of 
money—$30 billion that we do not have, 
to add to the national debt. 

Are we serious about committing 
this kind of money to a weapons sys-
tem that may or may not work? 

The Armed Services Committee in its 
report notes that of the Pentagon bal-
listic missile requests, only 6 percent is 
allocated to advanced follow-on tech-
nology development. 

The committee then proceeds to rec-
ommend that every bit of this $70 mil-
lion that goes to support technology 
should go into the space-based laser 
program. I find it a little hard to be-
lieve that of all of the support tech-
nologies, all of it is shuffled into space- 
based laser. Nothing for any other kind 
of program is given an increase—just 

this. Concerning the space-based laser, 
the committee directs the Secretary of 
Defense to ‘‘reinvigorate this program 
and to ensure that sufficient funds are 
provided in the outyears to continue a 
robust effort.’’ 

To those who think this may be a lit-
tle bit, this $70 million, for a little ex-
periment, read the language. This is 
the first step, and next year even more 
and more toward the very thing that 
this Congress said no to over 10 years 
ago, even during the height of the cold 
war. But now that the Soviet Union is 
no threat, well, we are still going to go 
ahead with it. 

Well, my amendment would delete 
this $70 million. Again, I do not think 
it is just $70 million we are talking 
about. If we proceed, we are talking 
about starting down that road of 
spending $30 billion for space-based la-
sers. 

Well, I have five reasons why I think 
this is a bad idea. 

First, the $30 billion cost is way too 
much for us to afford. We simply can-
not afford it, given the kinds of threats 
that our country faces today. 

Second, space-based lasers are not 
cost effective. They are not cost effec-
tive, No. 1, because the threat from the 
Soviet Union has all but disappeared. 
Long-range Chinese missiles are few in 
number and not considered threat-
ening. Only rogue nations can con-
stitute the present threat. They may 
or may not have the capability of 
launching long-range weapons, but 
there are other ways to get nuclear 
warheads into the United States, such 
as smuggling them in, or by a cruise 
missile, or on a submarine. That would 
be much more likely for a rogue nation 
than launching a long-range ballistic 
missile. 

The intelligence community cannot 
identify threats of long-range ballistic 
missiles to the continental United 
States within the next 10 to 15 years. A 
lot can be done in those years to pro-
vide other safeguards. 

The third reason this is a bad spend-
ing of money is that space-based laser 
systems violate article V of the 1972 
ABM Treaty. This article V specifi-
cally bans any antiballistic weapon 
from being based in space, period. That 
is what doomed it before. And yet, I 
cannot imagine that right now we are 
going down that road one more time. 

The fourth reason this is a bad ex-
penditure of money is the space-based 
laser just may not work. There are a 
lot of problems of great technological 
difficulty. 

The tests of the chemical laser to 
date have consisted of only tests on the 
ground, with the laser held in position 
and not free to move as in space. The 
laser has only been fired in very short 
bursts. Components act differently in 
space. An enormous ground-based com-
plex that is used to fire the laser is yet 
to be packaged into a much smaller 
space-based system. 

The Large Aperture Mirror Program 
and the Large Obstacle Segment have 

been claimed to be easily built and as-
sembled in space, but this is not true 
because the Hubble telescope has 
shown that large mirrors can have 
flaws and are not totally testable be-
fore operation in space. 

After only a few seconds of firing of 
this chemical laser, the entire space- 
based laser battle station will be so 
violently shaken by the chemical reac-
tion used to make the laser beam that 
it would no longer be aligned for mul-
tiple firings. 

Again, this has been the dream of 
some Star Wars’ enthusiasts for a long 
time. I think they saw too many of the 
Star Wars movies. I like Star Wars 
movies. I happen to be a science fiction 
buff myself. I read science fiction. I 
like those movies. 

Somebody down there thinks we can 
build those things now that send out 
the beam of light and zaps things. 
Theoretically, it is possible and maybe 
sometime 200 or 300 years from now, 
God forbid, maybe the weapons will be 
used. Now it is a ridiculous waste of 
money to try to build this space-based 
laser system. 

Using a much smaller system, the 
Pentagon has shown that missile tar-
gets can be acquired and tracked from 
space, and that a small laser can be 
fired accurately. The problem is com-
plicated enormously by the size and 
the multiplicity of targets in using this 
big mirror in space. Millions of lines of 
computer code must be written. One 
little mistake and that would spell the 
end. 

The Star LITE option test has shown 
that the key components can fit to-
gether, but it does not compare with 
constructing and assembling, in space, 
this huge system. 

Mr. President, it is not worthy, not 
worth $70 million, to continue down 
the road of building and trying to test 
a space-based laser system. It is too 
costly, violates the ABM Treaty, and it 
is not cost effective, considering the 
threats that face us in the next 10–15 
years. 

Mr. President, there really is one 
final argument why this expenditure is 
so ridiculous. In the beginning of my 
remarks I mentioned that there had 
been designed a reflective coating ma-
terial that they will put on this big 
mirror so you do not have to use all 
the cooling system, so when the laser 
beam hits the mirror and is reflected, 
this reflective mirror will not heat up 
as much. 

They have designed that and tested 
it. They say now we have solved the 
problems of all the weight that goes on 
in this big mirror in space. Well, Mr. 
President, it is only a matter of time 
before anyone who wishes to launch an 
ICBM will just coat that ICBM with 
the same reflective material so the 
laser hits the mirror—assuming they 
have it fixed up—that mirror, thou-
sands of miles away, sends the beam 
down to the missile with the same re-
flective material, and the beam just 
bounces. 
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It is the same old story. It has been 

true since time immemorial. Build an 
offensive weapon system, costs a lot of 
money, and someone can usually build 
a deterrent or something to stop that 
at much less money. That is true here. 

So I think we ought to save the $70 
million this year and save us from once 
again going down that road of spending 
$30 to $48 billion for this space-based 
laser system. 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. There are points to be 
made in a program that the United 
States has invested over $1 billion over 
the last decade. It is one of the most 
successful programs that has ever been 
run by the Defense Department in 
terms of meeting schedule and cost 
rules. 

In fact, the GAO has indicated that it 
has met every one of the technical 
milestones. I really do not think any-
body has criticized this program on 
technical grounds. In fact, the Senator 
from Iowa has discussed some of the 
really unique and highly technical as-
pects of the program. 

I am sure he would agree that there 
have been great strides made in the de-
velopment of this kind of a program, 
although he has other objections to the 
expenditure of this money. 

In my view, Mr. President, it is im-
portant to have a very highly lever-
aged, highly technical kind of program 
like this. We will not deploy this kind 
of a program, perhaps ever, but at least 
not in the foreseeable future. 

It is important to have this kind of a 
program, the only one of its kind, the 
only directed energy program, that 
still exists in our arsenal, as one of 
those hedges. That is frankly what this 
program is at this time. 

The 70 million in funding here does 
not provide any kind of deployment de-
cision or anything of that sort. We are 
just in the research stage. It keeps that 
research alive. So it would be a tragedy 
to kill this program after the amount 
of money that has been spent and the 
technology that has been developed. 

Quickly, to respond to the arguments 
made by the Senator from Iowa. The 
notion that it will cost $30 billion to 
deploy—of course, nobody is talking 
about deployment. We are not close to 
a deployment decision. This is simply 
ongoing technology. I do not think 
that is an argument against the ex-
penditure of this research money. 

Second, it is not cost effective. It is 
too premature to evaluate that. We all 
know that a boost phase intercept is 
the way to go. We would like to have 
that. This is the only boost phase 
intercept program we are talking about 
now, and it is not something that 
ought to be eliminated. We would be 
left with nothing, in that event. 

To the third argument that it is an 
ABM Treaty violation, I know the Sen-
ator from Iowa knows there is nothing 
in the ABM Treaty that precludes us 
from developing or from researching, 
weapons of this sort. Obviously, we 

would face that question if and when 
we got ready to demonstrate or deploy 
it. We are not at that stage for many, 
many years. 

The fourth argument, it may not 
work. Again, Mr. President, no one has 
ever criticized this program on tech-
nical grounds. The GAO, as I said, has 
said it is one of the best run programs, 
and we are a long way from having ex-
actly what we need to actually deploy 
this kind of a program. 

Finally, to the idea of the Senator 
from Iowa that the Russians or some-
body else could make the same kind of 
reflective material on their missiles, 
their ICBM’s, and defeat the laser, he 
indicated he was a reader of science fic-
tion, and that is pretty good science 
fiction, but nobody figured how to do 
that. 

You have weight considerations, heat 
considerations. The Russians have not 
even discovered the same kind of mate-
rial yet, so that is something, obvi-
ously, for the scientists to think about, 
but not a reason for us not to expend 
the money. 

As a matter of fact, it is probably a 
reason to do continued research, to en-
sure that we could defeat any kind of 
similar research. 

This is a very good program. We are 
only talking about research money. We 
are a long way from any decision to de-
ploy. It is the kind of program we need 
as a hedge against the kind of presence 
that may exist now or in the future. I 
hope the committee’s position is sup-
ported. 

Mr. INOUYE. I yield myself 1 minute. 
Mr. President, I realize I cannot say 

much in a minute, but just to remind 
ourselves, about 30 years ago as a re-
sult of the debate of this nature the 
Congress appropriated a few dollars, a 
few million dollars, and as a result 
came up with this business called laser. 

Up until then, lasers were just the-
ory. Since then, the laser has been 
helpful in medicine, in mathematics— 
it has been a boon for mankind. 

I just hope that we will not have to 
use this in warfare. As I have indi-
cated, as others have, we have not ar-
rived at the millennium, so sadly we 
must prepare ourselves that if such a 
time should come, we are prepared. 

This is for research; it is not to build 
the systems. I hope that my colleagues 
will oppose this amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. Is there time remain-
ing? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska has 47 seconds and 
the Senator from Iowa has 2 minutes 
and 27 seconds. 

Mr. STEVENS. I will use my 47 sec-
onds by saying I hope everyone keeps 
in mind we are talking about a ques-
tion of pursuing a promising tech-
nology. 

This is strictly research. There is no 
money procurement. This is strictly 
the use of a facility that costs us $1 bil-
lion, and this is $70 million to see if we 
can demonstrate some of the tech-
nology—nothing in space. It is all on 

the ground as far as this phase is con-
cerned. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will 
not take all my time. I will just ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point an article from the New 
York Times stating that, ‘‘From fan-
tasy to facts, space-based laser nearly 
ready to fly.’’ It says: 

‘‘Like it or hate it, this is reality,’’ a weap-
ons expert says. ‘‘This is not theoretical.’’ 

I am telling you, they are going down 
the road. We are going to build this. I 
have nothing bad to say about lasers. 
They are used in medicine and every-
thing else. That is not what this is 
about. This is about building a space- 
based laser. It is going to cost billions 
of dollars, putting battle stations in 
space. We have been through this de-
bate in the past and I do not think any 
more needs to be said about it. We 
should put our money someplace else. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time, and I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the entire article printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FROM FANTASY TO FACT: SPACE-BASED LASER 

NEARLY READY TO FLY 
(By William J. Broad) 

It’s back. Adored by military contractors 
and lambasted by civilian skeptics, fired into 
the political stratosphere by President Ron-
ald Reagan and dragged back to earth by the 
Clinton Administration, ‘‘Star Wars’’ is 
prominent again as the newly empowered 
Republicans began to push for deployment of 
a national system of antimissile defense and 
gird for ideological warfare with Democrats 
on the topic of placing arms in the heavens. 

Surprisingly, this turn in the nation’s 35- 
year, love-hate relationship with antimissile 
research finds the technology less specula-
tive than before. For the first time, it is ma-
ture enough that one class of advanced weap-
ons could be put into space relatively quick-
ly, a fact that is likely to electrify this 
round of the antimissile debate. 

The weapon is the chemical laser, which 
gets its energy from the combustion of fuels 
similar to those in rocket engines. Though 
much of its energy is lost as heat, significant 
amounts can be extracted by mirrors and 
resonant chambers, emerging as a con-
centrated beam of light that in theory can 
flash across space to zap speeding missiles 
thousands of miles away. 

In particular, the new maturity centers on 
a chemical laser known as Alpha, which the 
Federal Government has quietly been devel-
oping for more than 15 years at a cost of 
about $1 billion. In a scheduled valley near 
San Juan Capistrano, Calif., the sprawling 
test site for Alpha includes a 50-foot high 
chamber that mimics the vacuum of space. 

Angelo M. Codevilla, a senior research fel-
low at the Hoover Institution at Stanford 
University in California and a former staffer 
on the Senate Intelligence Committee who 
helped get Alpha started in 1978, said the de-
vice was all but ready for deployment in 
orbit to defend the United States. 

‘‘Like it or hate it, this is real,’’ said Mr. 
Codevilla, who would like to see a dozen or 
so laser battle stations circling the earth. 
‘‘It’s not theoretical. It’s not some scientist 
fantasizing about X-ray lasers.’’ 

But critics deride the whole idea, saying a 
fleet of Alpha type weapons in orbit would 
violate the Antiballistic Missile Treaty 
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which was signed in 1972 by the United 
States and the Soviet Union and bars the de-
ployment of antimissile arms in space. The 
treaty allows the orbital testing of research 
lasers as long as they are too weak to shoot 
down long-range missiles. But critics say 
Alpha, even as a research tool, is so powerful 
it would fail this legal test and violate the 
treaty, thus probably touching off a political 
storm if testing were to advance into space. 

And full-blown battle stations, critics as-
sert, are dubious since they would fail to 
protect the United States completely. 

‘‘It’s either too much or not enough,’’ said 
John E. Pike who is in charge of space policy 
for the Federation of American Scientists a 
private group based in Washington. Ground- 
based interceptors are better for knocking 
out short-range missiles, he said, and space 
lasers, at best would be leaky shields against 
a concerted attack at long-range missiles. 

‘‘Imperfect defenses are worthless,’’ Mr. 
Pike added, because the destructiveness of a 
single nuclear blast is so great. 

Right or wrong, good or bad, Alpha is 
unique in the antimissile world by virtue of 
its staying power and steady evolution. It 
get started before the 1983 ‘‘Star Wars’’ 
speech in which President Reagan called for 
work on a way of rendering enemy missiles 
‘‘impotent and obsolete,’’ and it survived the 
program’s subsequent ups and downs. 

In 1993, the Clinton Administration de-
clared Star Wars dead, in a move that was 
largely symbolic. Some programs were cut 
back, but the antimissile research is still 
being funded at about $3 billion a year, 
bringing its total cost for the decade to 
about $35 billion. 

Alpha and allied programs, their budgets 
now tight, got enough money to keep evolv-
ing and growing through the rise and fall of 
a host of futuristic alternatives for space ar-
maments like X-ray lasers, neutral particle 
beams and space-based kinetic kill vehicles. 
In short, Alpha is the death ray that refused 
to die. 

‘‘This program has survived lots and lots of 
turmoil because it has a very high potential 
payoff,’’ said Daniel R. Wildt, an advanced 
systems manager at TRW Inc., Alpha’s main 
contractor, in an interview. 

The principal allure of chemical lasers is 
that they require no electricity drawing 
their power instead from simple chemical re-
actions. Alpha’s lasing action is produced by 
the combustion of hydrogen and fluorine, a 
toxic, corrosive, yellowish gas that is the 
most reactive of the elements. To avoid han-
dling problems, the fluorine is made instants 
before combustion in a precursor reaction of 
nitrogen triflouride, deuterium and helium. 

Alpha got a slow start as Congress fought 
over its fate and allowed only limited fund-
ing for design studies. Mr. Reagan’s 1983 
speech opened the budgetary floodgates, and 
contractors broke ground for the Alpha test 
site in 1984. 

The first full-scale ground tests of the 
lightweight laser began under tight security 
in December 1987, when gas was released into 
the combustion chamber but not ignited. An 
accident delayed the first firing until April 
1989. The explosive zap came after a tense 
two-day countdown that required synchroni-
zation among a maze of fuel tanks, pipes, 
pumps, valves and switches, similar in some 
respects to a space-shuttle countdown. 

The laser’s beam of concentrated light is 
designed to produce 2.2 million watts of en-
ergy, making it the nation’s most powerful 
military laser, experts outside the Govern-
ment say. Officially, the power of the beam 
is secret, with contractors saying only that 
it is not enough to melt metal and that the 
energy intensity at the core of the laser is 
several times that of the surface of the sun. 

To date, Alpha has been fired 11 times, 
most recently in August. 

The main challenge with Alpha was to turn 
chemical-laser technology that had been 
proven on the ground into a device light 
enough to be launched into space. Thus, the 
laser is largely aluminum. 

Among the laser’s heavier components 
were its mirrors, which had ponderous sys-
tems of cooling water to prevent extreme 
heat from shattering them. One item devel-
oped over the past few years and tested dur-
ing the August firing were coatings that 
make mirrors so reflective they need no 
cooling. 

‘‘What that means is immense weight sav-
ings,’’ said Mr. Wildt. ‘‘It’s a breakthrough.’’ 
Lots of uncooled mirrors are now planned for 
Alpha and its affiliated systems. 

Currently, the laser is being linked to a 
system of mirrors known as LAMP, for 
Large Advanced Mirror Program, its biggest 
circular mirror is 13-feet in diameter and the 
LAMP apparatus is housed in a separate vac-
uum chamber at the San Juan Capistrano 
site. LAMP is to take the raw Alpha beam 
and simulate how it could be focused and di-
rected across space to hit enemy missiles. 

Dr. Grant A. Hosack, who is in charge of 
laser programs at TRW, said budget cuts 
would delay the first firing of the integrated 
system until 1997. And retrenchments forced 
the cancellation of plans to keep firing and 
testing Alpha in the interim. 

‘‘We’ve had to cut back on manpower, 
too,’’ Dr. Hosack said, ‘‘We’ve a lot of blood 
and guts in this. When we see the cuts so 
deep, it really hurts. 

TRW officials said that if money were no 
impediment about five years would be need-
ed to prepare a laser weapon for deployment 
in space. Power levels would have to rise to 
about 5 million to 10 million watts from the 
current 2 million watts, private experts say. 
In theory, given the optic breakthroughs and 
weight reductions, it would take one or two 
large rockets to loft a laser battle station 
into orbit. 

Operating at a wavelength of 2.7 microns, 
which is in the infrared part of the electro-
magnetic spectrum and invisible to the 
human eye, an Alpha-type weapon would be 
effective only in space and would be able to 
penetrate into the earth’s atmosphere no 
deeper than five or six miles above the 
ground. 

‘‘We can’t start fires,’’ said Dr. Hosack, 
‘‘We kill the missiles as soon as they pene-
trate the cloud tops.’’ 

Promising to speed this kind of work is the 
resurgence of the Republicans, who have vig-
orously backed Star Wars from the start. 
Moreover, the Republican ‘‘Contract With 
America,’’ a manifesto developed by Rep-
resentative Newt Gingrich of Georgia and 
signed by more than 300 Republican House 
candidates before the election landslide in 
November, explicitly calls for the rapid de-
ployment of antimissile arms. 

The National Security Restoration Act, 
one of the contract’s ten proposals, says the 
Defense Department should ‘‘develop for de-
ployment at the earliest possible date a cost- 
effective, operational anti-ballistic missile 
defense system to protect the U.S. against 
ballistic missile threats.’’ Republicans have 
pledged to bring the bills up for a vote in the 
first 100 days of the new Congress, which 
starts in January. 

The contract does not specify whether the 
defense should be based on the ground or in 
space, but analysts note that the Repub-
licans have always tended to back space- 
based systems. And Star Wars advocates 
argue that only a space-based system would 
be ‘‘cost effective,’’ as called for in the con-
tract. 

‘‘There’s not enough money in the budget 
for anything else,’’ said Frank J. Gaffney, 
Jr., a Pentagon official in the Reagan Ad-

ministration who now directs the Center for 
Security Policy, a private Washington group. 

Experts say a dozen or so space-based laser 
battle stations might cost $50 billion or 
more. 

Critics contend such huge expenditures are 
foolish since antimissile systems are all but 
useless against many of the kinds of attacks 
that might threaten the United States now 
that the cold war has ended. For instance, 
terrorists armed with nuclear weapons would 
never entrust a warhead to a rocket but 
would most likely smuggle it into a major 
city, following in the footsteps of the World 
Trade Center bombers. 

‘‘Missiles and nuclear weapons are prolifer-
ating,’’ Mr. Codevilla said. ‘‘It’s best to de-
fend ourselves as the technology allows. As 
de Gaulle used to say, ‘The future lasts a 
long time.’ ’’ 

Both foes and friends of space lasers agree 
that such weapons run afoul of the Anti-
ballistic Missile Treaty. Boosters of the trea-
ty say it is a bulwark against a renewal of 
the nuclear arms race and should be pre-
served at all costs, while its detractors say it 
has outlived its usefulness. 

‘‘If I’m right,’’ said Mr. Gaffney, the 
former Pentagon official, ‘‘we’ve got a prob-
lem that’s not going to be resolved by arms- 
control agreements. We need to defend our-
selves.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on the 
basis of the previous agreement, I ask 
unanimous consent for 2 minutes on 
each side prior to the vote on the mo-
tion to table the Harkin amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to table the 
Harkin amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

that be set aside so we might hear from 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Does the Senator have another 
amendment? 

Mr. HARKIN. I have another amend-
ment. This one will not be as long. 

Mr. DOLE. How long? 
Mr. HARKIN. Can I have 10 minutes 

on my side? 
Mr. STEVENS. Which one is it? 
Mr. HARKIN. This is the ASAT. 
Mr. STEVENS. May we have an 

agreement, Mr. President, that the 
Senator can have 10 minutes on his 
side, 5 minutes on this side, prior to a 
motion to table? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2402 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I call up 

amendment 2402. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2402. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, my 
amendment will eliminate the $30 mil-
lion added to the Pentagon request to 
fund the tactical antisatellite weapons 
program. 
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This is one of the most unnecessary 

programs that this committee has ever 
pulled from its pork barrel. 

Mr. President, my amendment elimi-
nates funding for the Army’s kinetic 
energy antisatellite [ASAT] weapon 
program. 

The Army itself tried to cancel this 
cold war weapon for several years. 

The Bush administration continued 
the program, even though the Pen-
tagon did not want it. 

The Clinton administration has ze-
roed the program. But the Senate 
Armed Services Committee has in-
cluded $30 million to keep this cold war 
weapon alive. 

My amendment would eliminate this 
wasteful spending on an unnecessary 
weapon, and save the taxpayer’s 
money. 

Proponents of ASAT weapons argue 
that if we build weapons to shoot down 
airplanes, why not build a weapon to 
shoot down space satellites? 

Mr. President, there is a big dif-
ference between battles in the air and 
battles in outer space. 

The debris of the battle will fall to 
the ground immediately after an air 
battle, and commercial air liners can 
still fly after hostilities end. 

Not so in outer space. 
The collision of one ASAT kinetic 

kill vehicle with one enemy satellite 
would create thousands of pieces of 
space junk. 

The space battle debris continues to 
orbit the earth at speeds of 17,000 miles 
per hour. 

At lower altitudes, from 100 to 200 
miles up, air molecules will gradually 
slow the debris until it falls and burns 
up on reentry to the atmosphere. 

Above 300 miles up, space debris will 
remain in orbit for many years. 

At higher altitudes, debris can con-
tinue to orbit the Earth for decades or 
centuries. 

Every piece of space debris is a lethal 
weapon, traveling at speeds of 17,000 
miles an hour. 

This debris could damage any rocket 
or satellite crossing its path. 

It would be uncharted, and give no 
warning. 

If space debris were to hit an astro-
naut, it would probably be fatal. 

If an ASAT weapon were to be used 
successfully, vast orbital bands of 
space would be rendered unusable for 
years, decades, or even centuries. 

This is not a theoretical conjecture. 
We have examples of such debris cre-

ation from old Soviet ASAT space 
tests. 

Several Soviet ASAT tests did create 
thousands of detectable pieces of junk 
that are still in orbit after 25 years. 

The Soviet Union launched Cosmos 
249 and detonated it as an ASAT weap-
ons tests on October 29, 1968. 

This explosion in space created 109 
identifiable objects at the intercept al-
titude of 525 kilometers. 

Because the Cosmos 249 ASAT was in 
a highly elliptical orbit, this lethal de-
bris spends most of its time at higher 
altitudes. 

As a result, this debris has survived 
longer than expected. 

Today, 55 pieces of detectable junk 
are still orbiting the earth, 27 years 
after the ASAT explosion in space. 

In total, 371 detectable pieces of or-
biting junk still survive today from 
various Soviet ASAT weapons tests. 

Similarly, U.S. Air Force direct as-
cent ASAT tests in 1985 created 285 
pieces of orbiting space junk at an alti-
tude of 350 miles. 

Today, nine detectable pieces of this 
experiment are still in orbit, threat-
ening peaceful TV and telephone sat-
ellites of many commercial ventures. 

Near Earth space is too commercially 
valuable to even permit tests of ASAT 
weapons. 

However, I agree that the military 
has a need to deny a rogue nation the 
use of a reconnaissance satellite. 

Spy satellites in space can be effec-
tively jammed, or, better yet, false in-
formation can be fed to the receiving 
stations. 

We presently have the technology to 
jam and to feed false information to 
enemy satellite ground stations. 

There is no need to shoot down a sat-
ellite in space, because it can easily be 
rendered ineffective or even turned to 
our advantage. 

Jamming and spoofing an enemy sat-
ellite is certainly more cost effective 
than wasting money developing a cold 
war ASAT weapon. 

Electronic counter-measures will not 
create the space junk that shooting 
down a satellite will create. 

It is true that satellite reconnais-
sance is a vital capability in war. 

But Iraq, Iran, North Korea, and any 
other potential enemy do not have, and 
will not have for many years, any sat-
ellite, much less a military reconnais-
sance satellite. 

If any potential enemy were to start 
making a reconnaissance satellite, 
then perhaps there could be a need for 
an antisatellite weapon. 

But the time needed for a rogue na-
tion to make a satellite would give us 
the time to develop effective counter-
measures. 

We do not need to make this weapon 
now. 

There is no threat, and no perceived 
threat. 

There is a real question of just whose 
satellite we would be willing to de-
stroy. 

Only friendly countries have sat-
ellites in orbit now. 

If time on a military reconnaissance 
satellite were leased to a rogue nation 
by a friendly country, would we really 
want to shoot that satellite down? 

We cannot afford to waste $30 million 
on such a remote possibility as Iraq, 
Iran, or North Korea getting access to 
a military reconnaissance satellite at 
some indefinite point in the future. 

Only when the threat is apparent do 
we need to develop an antisatellite 
weapon. 

So let us not waste our taxpayers’ 
dollars on this unnecessary antisat-

ellite weapons system. Let us save the 
taxpayers $30 million. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that all amend-
ments qualified by the 8:30 p.m. time-
frame, as a result of the previous 
agreement be debated tonight, and that 
any votes ordered or in relation to the 
amendments or motions to occur be-
ginning at 9:30 a.m. tomorrow, with 4 
minutes equally divided for an expla-
nation on each amendment prior to the 
vote, and after the third consecutive 
vote, the time for explanation be ex-
tended to 10 minutes equally divided on 
one amendment that Senator HARKIN 
will have—he will have 15 minutes and 
we will have 5 minutes—and that all 
votes in the voting sequence after the 
first vote be limited to 10 minutes in 
length. 

That will wrap up this bill. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I now yield to the 
Senator from Arizona for the reply to 
the Harkin amendment. 

Mr. KYL. Thank you. I thank the 
chairman for yielding. 

Mr. President, the first primary ar-
gument of the Senator from Iowa on 
this is that we have an effective anti-
satellite weapon, and if we have to use 
this, it will create space junk. 

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator will 
yield, I do not want to take up time. 
But this agreement will mean, how-
ever, that there will be four votes as 
soon as we finish the debate on this. 
Following those four votes, all other 
votes will occur tomorrow morning at 
9:30 a.m. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, again, this 
is an amendment to eliminate some of 
the funding for research on an antisat-
ellite program in the event the United 
States should ever need that. It is a 
contingency program. We are not talk-
ing about deploying anything. 

But the primary argument of the 
Senator from Iowa was that if this was 
ever utilized, obviously, these sat-
ellites might be blown apart and that 
would create space junk. I suppose that 
might be true, but I find that not to be 
a very persuasive argument that we 
should be denied a weapon that we 
would need in time of war. It is a little 
like lamenting the rubble that may 
exist after the necessary bombing of 
downtown Baghdad. It may be too bad 
that there is some rubble there, but the 
fact of matter is, that is a consequence 
of war. If we needed an antisatellite 
weapon, obviously that would be the 
last of our concerns. 
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As the Armed Services Committee 

stated in its report, the United States 
military has spent billions of dollars on 
the spectrum of multi-service and joint 
war-fighting space requirements. We 
spent billions, too, on a broad mix of 
space and ground-based capabilities 
that will serve us both in time of peace 
and war. In the event of a conflict, the 
United States would be faced by a wide 
array of capabilities by our potential 
adversaries in space and with the ac-
cess to space-derived data that comes 
from that. 

As a member of the Intelligence 
Committee, I am very concerned about 
the ability of the United States to 
counter these technological gains by 
potential adversaries as a result of the 
massive decontrol of the technologies 
of satellite weaponry and satellite re-
connaissance and sensing. 

These products are being sold now 
commercially and are being purchased 
around the world. The sensing and re-
connaissance space-based technologies 
will have proliferated by the time we 
may be faced by an adversary, which 
will require that we have some capa-
bility to counter it. 

If we do not continue to do the re-
search on this kind of a program, we 
will be denied that capability when the 
time comes. 

China, France, Italy, Spain, and 
Israel have satellite reconnaissance ca-
pability, in addition, of course, to Rus-
sia and China. India, Japan, North 
Korea, and other countries are moving 
toward developing such a capability. 

As the reconnaissance and space- 
based technology spreads with the sale 
or lease to Third World countries of 
satellites over time, the satellites will 
obviously spread as well. 

The funds recommended by the com-
mittee for the tactical antisatellite 
program would provide the United 
States with a contingency capability. 
That is all we are talking about. That 
would enable the United States, if nec-
essary, to influence the use of these 
technologies in a conflict and to pre-
vent the misuse or denial of space sys-
tems and access to space by the United 
States. 

During the Persian Gulf war, the U.S. 
and its coalition allies had almost 
total domination of space and used un-
precedented space-dependent military 
capabilities to achieve victory. Pre-
venting the misuse or denial of space 
systems and access to space is vital to 
United States national security. 

The history of the space advantage 
enjoyed by the United States and its 
coalition allies I hope will not be for-
gotten. Future adversaries such as a 
rogue nation with access to a nuclear 
weapon or, for that matter, a ballistic 
missile with a conventional payload 
could use space to generate a theater 
atmospheric disturbance, electro-
magnetic pulse, disrupt signal propaga-
tion and, frankly, destroy much of our 
military communications system. 

We have to have a hedge against po-
tential adversaries from misusing 

space and causing great harm to our 
satellites and our critical intelligence 
sensors. This $30 million in the defense 
bill for the tactical antisatellite con-
tingency capability is that hedge. 

So it is critical that we support the 
Armed Services Committee and the 
committee’s position on this by tabling 
the Harkin amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HARKIN. How much time re-
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes and 32 seconds, and 
the Senator from Alaska has 32 sec-
onds. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will re-
spond to my friend from Arizona again 
by saying first of all that the Army 
tried to handle this weapon several 
years ago. The Pentagon did not even 
want it during the Bush administra-
tion. The Clinton administration ze-
roed it out. Nobody thinks there is any 
necessity for this. 

My friend from Arizona cannot name 
one rogue nation that even has a sat-
ellite, let alone the means to get it up 
there and keep it in orbit. No one has 
even the remotest possibility of doing 
this right now, No. 1. 

Second, it is much cheaper to jam 
them electronically than it is to build 
an antisatellite weapons system and go 
up there and blast it out of space. We 
have technology right now to jam any 
satellite and electronically blind any 
of those satellites that are there. So it 
is much cheaper. We already have that 
technology. 

Third, yes, I respond to my friend 
from Arizona by saying we have to do 
whatever we can to keep antisatellite 
weapons from outer space. I do not care 
who uses it. Even if we were to use 
them in the future, it would deny us 
accessibility to space. 

The Senator from Arizona said to use 
that argument is like saying we should 
not bomb Baghdad, an enemy strong-
hold, because there would be rubble 
there. But that would not deny us ac-
cess to a city or to an area because it 
all falls to the ground. But in outer 
space, with this junk orbiting for hun-
dreds of years, it denies us that access 
to space. So while it might blast that 
satellite out, it also keeps us from 
using that availability in space either 
for military purposes or for domestic 
purposes. 

So I just think this is $30 million 
that we ought to save for the tax-
payers. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
Mr. STEVENS. I yield back our time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

is yielded back. 
Mr. STEVENS. I move to table the 

amendment, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

that this amendment be set aside and 

that we proceed to vote on the first 
amendment, the Wellstone amend-
ment, to reduce the proliferation level 
by $3.2 million. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. The motion to table 
has already been made, and the yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
might ask the Senator from Alaska, I 
thought we would have 2 minutes. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct. The 
Senator is entitled to his 2 minutes, if 
he asks for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I say to my colleagues 

that back in May we had a vote that 
was an amendment to raise the DOD 
appropriations above the administra-
tion’s request. That amendment was 
voted down 60 to 40, a bipartisan vote. 
Then, a week ago we had a Kohl-Grass-
ley amendment on the authorization 
bill which essentially eliminated the $7 
billion, which was over the administra-
tion’s request. That was the amend-
ment. That amendment was defeated. 
So there were effectively 48 votes for 
the Kohl-Grassley amendment. 

What I have done is pegged the $6.4 
billion in this appropriations bill over 
the administration’s request, over the 
Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff, over 
the Pentagon’s request, and I have just 
simply cut this in half. 

So this amendment just says the 
Senators who have voted for this be-
fore, really a reduction, $3.2 billion 
from the $6.4 billion over what the ad-
ministration requested, and this $3.2 
billion would be used solely for deficit 
reduction. 

Mr. President, as my colleague from 
North Dakota said, we do not need to 
spend money we do not have for things 
we do not need. And if we are going to 
be serious about deficit reduction, $3.2 
billion of the $6.4 billion over budget 
request is not too much to ask. 

This is on behalf of myself, Senators 
FEINGOLD, HARKIN, SIMON, BUMPERS, 
and DORGAN. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, re-
gardless of what has been said, of the 
four bills pertaining to defense, this 
has the least spending, I regret to say. 

I have moved to table. 
I yield back the remainder of my 

time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to the motion to table the 
Wellstone amendment 2404. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. MACK] is nec-
essarily absent. 
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Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is 
absent because of illness in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 389 Leg.] 
YEAS—56 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Frist 
Gorton 

Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—42 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Hollings 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 

Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—2 

Bradley Mack 

The motion to table the amendment 
(No. 2404) was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2403 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 

next amendment is a Bingaman amend-
ment. Once again, the Senator from 
New Mexico has 2 minutes to explain 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
is a very straightforward amendment 
to cut $90 million from the bill. This 
was added to fund three antiarmor mu-
nitions. There is $20 million for the 
TOW 2B antiarmor missile, $40 million 
for the Hellfire II, and $30 million for 
the CBU–87 combined-effect munitions 
bomb. 

These three munitions have one 
thing in common, Mr. President. That 
is: There was no money requested for 
them in this 1996 defense budget; there 
was no money requested for them in 
any of the next 6 years or any time, to 
our knowledge. The inspector general 
has issued a report and sent us a letter 
indicating that they are not needed; 
and they are excess. 

Let me read one short paragraph 
from the report. It says: 

Based on . . . the requirements data, the 
Army and Air Force inventories of TOW 2B’s 
missiles and CBU–87 bombs significantly ex-
ceed the amounts of those two munitions 
that the services project they would use in 
two major regional contingencies. 

The same thing is said down here 
about the Hellfire II. 

Mr. President, this is a very clear 
choice. People are choosing between 
the taxpayers of the country and a few 
defense contractors. There is no need 
for these weapons. 

In some of the earlier amendments 
we have dealt with, the argument has 
been made that maybe they are not 
asked for next year, but sometime, 5, 6 
years from now, the Department would 
like to have them. These are not re-
quested at any time. They are excess. 
We do not need them. We have enough. 
If there has ever been an amendment 
where people have a clear choice be-
tween the taxpayer and a few defense 
contractors, this is the amendment. I 
hope the Senate will not table this 
amendment and will vote to save this 
$90 million. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, these 

are the three most effective munitions. 
The Chiefs of Staff, when they met 
with us, put these munitions as their 
top priority. This is funding a specific 
authorization in the authorization bill 
which we will approve in September. 

I already moved to table and have 
asked for the yeas and nays. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay 
on the table the amendment No. 2403. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Florida [Mr. MACK] is nec-
essarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is 
absent because of illness in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 59, 
nays 39, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 390 Leg.] 

YEAS—59 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Feinstein 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—39 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 

Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Snowe 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—2 

Bradley Mack 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2403) was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we are 
going to the Harkin amendment. The 
Senator has 2 minutes to explain his 
amendment. It is an amendment to 
strike the theater missile defense 
money. 

The Senator has his 2 minutes on this 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2401 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending question is amendment 2401 of-
fered by the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand I have 2 minutes, is that right? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, this is a $70 million 

add-on by the committee for the space- 
based laser. This is the old star wars 
program. It goes back 10 years or more. 

We thought we had kind of killed this 
snake some time ago. Now it is back 
again. Basically, this is to build this 
big mirror in space with a laser, a 
chemical laser. 

Quite frankly, it violates the ABM 
Treaty. Article 5 of the ABM Treaty 
states specifically that we will not 
build space-based weapons systems, 
and that is exactly what this is. 

Second, it is not cost-effective. There 
are other ways of thwarting any other 
kind of missiles or nuclear warheads 
coming into this country. Most of the 
rogue nations we know about now 
would not build a ballistic missile. 
They would smuggle it in. They bring 
it in on a submarine or something else 
like that rather than building a big 
intercontinental ballistic missile. 

Third, this laser can be countered by 
the very coating they are now putting 
on the mirror which they can put on 
the missiles themselves. 

It is basically to save $70 million for 
the taxpayers of this country and to 
make us still compliant with the ABM 
Treaty. 

Mr. STEVENS. I believe Senator KYL 
will respond for 1 minute. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, this is an 
important program. According to the 
GAO, the space-based laser program 
has met every technical milestone. No 
one has criticized it on technical 
grounds. 
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The Senator from Iowa has asserted 

it is a violation of the ABM Treaty. 
That is not accurate. The ABM Treaty 
does not prohibit research. That is 
what this is. This is a research pro-
gram, nowhere near deployment. In 
fact, it may never be deployed. 

It is important for our country to 
have a very highly leveraged, highly 
technical program such as this. This is 
the last of the directed energy pro-
grams, and it is the kind of program 
that we need to continue to do the re-
search as a hedge against the kind of 
future threat that we may have to face. 
It is not a threat anywhere near de-
ployment—only research money. I hope 
the motion to table is agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table amendment numbered 2401. 

Yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Florida [Mr. MACK] is nec-
essarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is 
absent because of illness in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 57, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 391 Leg.] 
YEAS—57 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Ford 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—41 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—2 

Bradley Mack 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2401) was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. THURMOND. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will 
the Senate be in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please be in order. The Senator 
from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we are 
about ready to have the last vote of the 
evening. The Harkin amendment is 
next. We will have our first vote to-
morrow morning at 9:30. We anticipate 
four to five votes at the most tomor-
row morning. We have a series of 
amendments we are going to take this 
evening, and we believe the amend-
ments that will be left for short debate 
and vote will be four to five amend-
ments at most. 

The Senator from Iowa has 2 minutes 
on his amendment, if he wishes to use 
it at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized for 2 min-
utes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2402 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this is 

an amendment to, again, strike the $30 
million. We could not get the $70 mil-
lion out. There were 41 votes on this. 
This is $30 million out of the space- 
based laser. This is $30 million the Pen-
tagon did not want. No one wanted it. 
It was added on in committee for an 
antisatellite weapons testing. 

Again, this is something this body 
has voted against in the past. It was 
not requested by the Pentagon. Three 
things: 

First, we know what will happen if 
we use antisatellite weapons to shoot 
down satellites. It will put a lot of 
space junk into orbit. 

Second, there is a cheaper and more 
effective way and that is by jamming 
electronically any satellites that are 
put up there to spy. We can do that and 
do it a lot cheaper than building an 
antisatellite weapons system to shoot 
them down. 

Third, there is not any nation out 
there today that has a satellite—whose 
satellite are we going to shoot down? 
No country, whether it is North Korea, 
Iraq, Iran, or any other country has a 
satellite, let alone the delivery sys-
tems to get them in orbit. Our intel-
ligence community recognizes no 
threat of any nation like that having 
that capability in the foreseeable fu-
ture. 

It is $30 million. It is not needed. We 
voted this down in the past. Let us save 
our taxpayers at least $30 million and 
save this money from research on the 
antisatellite weapons. 

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator will 
yield to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire for 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

This is the final 2 minutes before the 
vote. The Senate will please come to 
order. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Alaska for yielding 
me this time. 

Numerous potentially hostile nations 
now do have indigenous satellite capa-
bilities, contrary to what has been 

said. Adversaries can use space assets 
for intelligence, communication, navi-
gation, weather and, yes, targeting. 

U.S. military commanders, including 
General Horner, the man who ran the 
air campaign in Desert Storm, have 
stated unequivocally ASAT capability 
is essential to protect our forces in the 
field. It is a contingency capability. 
And to say on the floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate we should not use ASAT tech-
nology because it is going to create 
space debris is simply incorrect. It does 
not create space debris. It disables the 
satellite. It does not blow it up. That is 
simply wrong, I say to the Senator 
from Iowa. It is totally wrong to make 
that kind of representation on the floor 
of the Senate. 

Beyond a shadow of a doubt, we have 
demonstrated in Desert Storm that 
space will forever be an asset that is 
essential in military warfare. We have 
to preserve it. This program is essen-
tial to preserving the security of our 
forces and to say we would expose our 
forces, for the sake of not creating 
space debris—which it does not create 
in the first place—is really remarkable, 
that such a statement would be made. 

That is exactly why the kinetic en-
ergy ASAT program is so important. It 
is the capability to enable us to lit-
erally blind our adversaries, protect 
our troops, and ensure we can deci-
sively prevail in future conflicts. 

I urge my colleagues to please pay 
very careful attention to what they are 
doing and please table this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on the motion to table 
amendment No. 2402. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Florida [Mr. MACK] is nec-
essarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is 
absent because of illness in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 57, 
nays 41, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 392 Leg.] 

YEAS—57 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Ford 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—41 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 

Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 

Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
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Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatfield 

Jeffords 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 
Murray 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—2 

Bradley Mack 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 2402) was agreed to. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2391, WITHDRAWN 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, the 

amendment that I had offered in the 
Chamber earlier, the NATO Participa-
tion Act, sent a strong signal of this 
Nation of the determination to make 
sure that the countries of Central Eu-
rope that want to be free, that want to 
stand beside us, and that want to revi-
talize their economy along a free and 
democratic line have an extended help-
ing hand in the United States and of 
comradeship in terms of mutual de-
fense. Those countries bring to NATO 
an enormous potential in terms of ad-
ditional protection from the North At-
lantic. 

We have incorporated a number of 
amendments which I believe have 
strengthened the measure. There have 
been other thoughtful suggestions 
made by other Members in this Cham-
ber and requests from the very distin-
guished senior Senator from Georgia. 
He has some excellent ideas that he 
wants to add to it, and has some 
thoughts that are appropriate to enter 
into the debate. 

So to accommodate his request, and I 
think the potential of improving the 
measure even further, it is my inten-
tion to have that measure considered 
by other appropriations subcommittees 
so that it may come before the Cham-
ber at a later time allowing the Sen-
ator from Georgia and others who wish 
to make an issue to put into it to do 
that, and have time to prepare for that 
measure. 

So, Mr. President, I am heartened by 
the very strong bipartisan support that 
the NATO Participation Act has. I be-
lieve it will have even stronger support 
when it comes to the floor on a future 
bill. 

At this point, to accommodate those 
who wish to add that additional consid-
eration, I will withdraw the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the right to withdraw his 
amendment. 

So the amendment (No. 2391) was 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2421 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is 

our intention now to move to the 

amendments that were in the man-
agers’ package, to explain them and to 
make a record of why we are prepared 
to proceed with these amendments. 

I call up amendment 2421. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on amendment 2421. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 

amendment proposes to change section 
8024 based on consultations with the 
Department of Defense regarding the 
procurement of M–11 9 millimeter 
handguns for naval aviators. In addi-
tion, this amendment proposes that the 
Armed Services be allowed to procure 
.38 and .45 caliber ammunition until 
such time as the services have con-
verted to the 9 millimeter handgun. 

I believe Senator INOUYE is in agree-
ment with me that this is an amend-
ment that we should accept. I ask for 
its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

The amendment (No. 2421) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2417 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I call 

up amendment No. 2417 for Senator 
ABRAHAM. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
2417. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, in 
further demonstration of our resolve to 
downsize the government and elimi-
nate needless departments, agencies, 
commissions, boards, and councils, this 
amendment which I offer along with 
Senators INHOFE and GRAMS, will pro-
hibit funding for the Defense Policy 
Committee on Trade. This is the third 
such amendment offered by myself and 
the other GOP freshman Senators to 
the appropriations bills to eliminate 
unnecessary and wasteful functions of 
government. 

The Defense Policy Advisory Com-
mittee on Trade was established under 
the Trade Act of 1974 to serve both the 
Department of Defense and the Office 
of the U.S. Trade Representative by 
providing the Secretary and Trade Rep-
resentative with policy advice and in-
formation regarding defense trade pol-
icy issues and domestic industrial base 
uses, specifically with regards to prohi-
bitions on the transfer of dual-use 
technologies to the Soviet Union and 
its former client states. The thirty-five 
member committee meets twice each 
year. The committee received an esti-
mated $4,405 in 1994. 

The Office of Management and Budg-
et has proposed repealing Section 
3151(c) of the National Defense Author-
ization Act of 1991, P.L. 101–510, which 
authorized the technical committee. 
The committee’s report was provided 
to Congress on October 7, 1991, thereby 
terminating the responsibilities of the 
committee. This committee is a Cold 

War anachronism and is no longer ap-
plicable to our national security needs. 
Furthermore, the issues of arms con-
trol, disarmament, and dual-use tech-
nology have changed markedly since 
the establishment of this committee, 
and the thrust of verification tech-
niques no longer is directed toward mu-
tually verifiable procedures. 

This amendment promotes the type 
of reform which is supported by the 
GAO, the CBO, and in some cases the 
President. It terminates funding for a 
committee, the job of which is com-
plete. While it may not achieve savings 
in the millions of dollars, it is an im-
portant step in complying with the de-
mands of the American people who told 
us on November 8, 1994, to balance the 
budget and cut the size of the Govern-
ment. It is important that we dem-
onstrate that resolve by reviewing even 
the most insignificant or inexpensive 
programs as well as the more promi-
nent ones. Let us show the public we 
are serious and eliminate this useless 
panel. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. This is an amend-

ment that is offered to eliminate need-
less departments, agencies, reports and 
commissions. It deals with the Defense 
Policy Committee on Trade. This 
amendment would eliminate that advi-
sory committee. 

I am prepared to recommend adop-
tion of the amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2417) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ANTITANK AMMUNITION 
Mr. GRAMS. Will the Chairman 

yield? 
Mr. STEVENS. I yield to my friend, 

the Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. GRAMS. I congratulate the 

Chairman on the efforts of the Defense 
Appropriations Subcommittee which 
the Senator chairs, and those of the 
Armed Services Committee, in address-
ing the problems caused by inadequate 
funding of ammunition programs. Cor-
recting the current shortages in mod-
ern, preferred munitions is key to en-
suring military readiness. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator, 
and I agree that these shortages must 
be corrected. 

Mr. GRAMS. There is one shortage in 
a modern, preferred munition used by 
our M1 tanks—the M830A1 high-explo-
sive anti-tank round—which is not ad-
dressed in your bill. Although the 
budgets of the Army and the Marine 
Corps contained no requests for this 
round because of overall funding con-
straints, the Armed Services Com-
mittee has authorized M830A1 for both 
Services. 
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Reports indicate that the total num-

ber of M830A1 rounds the Army has on 
hand and on order is approximately 
one-half of its actual inventory objec-
tive, and that absent continued funding 
our industrial capability to produce 
this kind of modern tank ammunition 
will rapidly disappear. If that happens, 
filling the other half of the inventory 
at some point in the future will take 
much longer, be much more difficult, 
and cost much more than continuing 
production now at a modest level. 
Given this, I have strongly urged the 
Senate to consider funding for the 
M830A1, and I continue to do so. 

I am sure that these issues are know 
to the Chairman, and I also recognize 
the difficult task he faced in 
prioritizing many vital but unbudgeted 
programs. It would appear that a con-
ference with the House of Representa-
tives on the defense appropriations bill 
ies well in the future. In the interim, 
new information or changed cir-
cumstances may develop which may 
warrant assigning a higher priority to 
funding for the M830A1. 

Mr. STEVENS. That is a possibility. 
Mr. GRAMS. I ask that the Chairman 

remain open to that possibility, and 
that reconsideration in conference of 
funding for the M830A1 remain an op-
tion. 

Mr. STEVENS. Should circumstances 
at the time warrant, such reconsider-
ation will be an option. 

Mr. GRAMS. I thank the chairman. 
MARITIME PATROL AIRCRAFT FORCE 

Mr. COHEN. I would like to engage 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Defense 
regarding our Maritime Patrol Aircraft 
[MPA] force. As my colleague knows, 
the P–3 squadrons which comprise our 
Maritime Patrol force make an invalu-
able contribution to anti-submarine 
warfare missions. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am fully aware of 
the role our P–3 aircraft play in our na-
tional security and I would be happy to 
engage the senior Senator from Maine 
in a colloquy regarding this issue. 

Mr. COHEN. I am very concerned 
about the loss in operational capability 
of our Maritime Patrol Aircraft force. 
The services of P–3 squadrons are his-
torically in very high demand by the 
unified commanders. In recent years, 
that demand has increased dramati-
cally as the ability of the P–3 aircraft 
to carry out littoral warfare missions 
has become more apparent. Simulta-
neously, however, budget pressures 
have forced the Navy to cut P–3 force 
structure in its budget request. The 
current maritime patrol aircraft force 
structure consists of 22 squadrons, 13 
active and 9 reserve squadrons. The 
Navy has reduced the number of active 
and reserve P–3 squadrons from 24 ac-
tive squadrons in 1990 to 13 active and 
9 reserve in 1994. The fiscal year 1996 
budget request would support Navy 
plans to reduce MPA force structure to 
20 squadrons, 12 active and 8 reserve 
squadrons. 

There is strong justification for 
maintaining no less than 13 active and 

9 reserve squadrons. The Unified Com-
manders need to maintain at least 22 
squadrons. In a letter dated February 
4, 1995, Navy Secretary Dalton in-
formed the Senate Armed Services 
Committee that, ‘‘at the proposed fis-
cal year 1996 MPA aircraft force levels, 
it is not possible to meet the unified 
commanders’ minimum maritime pa-
trol forward presence requirement of 40 
aircraft with only active Maritime Pa-
trol Aircraft assets.’’ It is expected 
that the Unified Commanders’ min-
imum MPA requirements will be met 
in 1999. 

Mr. STEVENS. I understand that the 
Senate Armed Services Committee rec-
ognized the contribution the P–3’s 
make in meeting our maritime patrol 
mission. 

Mr. COHEN. That is correct. The 
Armed Services Committee also recog-
nized that Maritime Patrol Aircraft 
are ideally suited to meet a variety of 
mission requirements for littoral oper-
ations very effectively and efficiently 
and authorized an additional $35 mil-
lion to sustain the MPA force structure 
at 13 active and 9 reserve squadrons in 
fiscal year 1996. The Secretary of the 
Navy, the Chief of Naval Operations, 
and the Unified Commanders have all 
expressed their support for the action 
taken by the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. 

Mr. STEVENS. I assure that I share 
his concerns and intend to raise this 
issue in the Joint House/Senate Appro-
priations Conference. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the chairman of 
the Appropriation’s Subcommittee on 
Defense. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2412 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I now 

call up amendment 2412. I ask the Sen-
ator from Hawaii if he wishes to 
present this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
2412. 

The Senator from Hawaii. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this 

amendment denies pay and allowances 
for military prisoners and provides au-
thority for the Department of Defense 
to provide for their dependents. 

We have discussed this matter. There 
are no objections. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2412) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2420 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I call 

up amendment 2420 for Mr. LUGAR. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on amendment No. 
2420. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on be-
half of the committee, we recommend 

that funds in relation to the procure-
ment of ammunition for the Army be 
withheld unless the acquisition fully 
complies with the Competition and 
Contracting Act. 

This is the effect of this amendment. 
I ask for adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
no, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2420) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2413 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we 

now call up amendment 2413. I ask the 
Senator from Hawaii if he would like 
to explain this for Mr. FEINGOLD. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this is 
an amendment to eliminate the 
Project ELF. 

Mr. STEVENS. This is an amend-
ment which was accepted on the au-
thorization bill, and we accept it on 
this bill. 

PROJECT ELF 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, This 
amendment, for myself and Senator 
KOHL, will terminate a military pro-
gram in our own state. I understand 
the amendment will be accepted by the 
managers and I appreciate their co-
operation on this matter. The amend-
ment involves Project ELF, the Navy’s 
Extremely Low Frequency communica-
tions project located in Clam Lake, 
Wisconsin, and Republic, Michigan. 
This is a program that is ineffective, 
out of date, and unwanted by most 
residents in my state, even though it 
does employ Wisconsinites. 

The members of the Wisconsin dele-
gation have fought hard for years to 
close down Project ELF; I have intro-
duced legislation three times to termi-
nate it; and I have recommended it for 
closure to the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission. 

This time, I am offering an amend-
ment which would limit funds appro-
priated in this bill to termination costs 
to mothball Project ELF. The Navy 
has estimated that it will cost $12.2 
million to shut down and deactivate 
the ELF system. 

For a Congress supposedly in hot pur-
suit of spending cuts, one would think 
Project ELF could be eliminated. In-
stead, as if it were some kind of pet 
project of a home state Senator, it lin-
gers like a blot in our budget. 

Description of ELF 

Project ELF is a one-way, primitive 
messenger system designed to signal 
to—not communicate with—deeply 
submerged Trident submarines. It is a 
‘‘bell ringer,’’ a pricey ‘‘beeper’’ sys-
tem, used to tell the submarine when 
to rise to the surface to get a more de-
tailed message through real commu-
nications systems. It was designed at a 
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time when the threat of detection to 
our submarines was real. But ELF was 
never developed to an effective capac-
ity, and the demise of the Soviet threat 
has certainly rendered it unnecessary. 

The concept of extremely low fre-
quency was first introduced when sub-
marines started going so far beneath 
the surface ordinary radios could not 
reach them. In its first incarnation, in 
the mid-1960’s, Project ELF was 
Project Sanguine: an elaborate—and 
vulnerable—network of 6200 miles of 
cable and over 100 ELF transmitter 
towers spread over 40 percent of north-
ern Wisconsin. It was abandoned when 
it proved too expensive, too suscep-
tible, and too controversial in the com-
munity. Years later, after much de-
bate, false starts, budget constrictions, 
and resident antagonism, Project ELF 
was whittled down to a total of 84 
miles of cable and two transmitters 
over two states. It was hoped that once 
it was started, it could grow: a typical 
bureaucratic ‘‘let’s-get-our-foot-in-the- 
door’’ program. 

Strategic argument 
But the project has had a hard time 

gaining momentum exactly because it 
is impractical. Even in its optimum 
construction, it has no nuclear surviv-
ability or dependability, and therefore 
little wartime efficacy. 

In 1979, the General Accounting Of-
fice had recommended ‘‘that the Sec-
retary of Defense terminate any plans 
to construct an extremely low fre-
quency transmitter system * * * since 
it is not needed * * * [the system] en-
hances communications capability 
only marginally at best.’’ 

In 1980, the Navy agreed, stating that 
there was no threat that required the 
development of ELF. It was only in 
1981, when Secretary of Defense Casper 
Weinberger overruled the Navy and de-
clared that Project ELF should pro-
ceed. 

It was a bad plan then, and an obso-
lete one today. 

The Navy’s recent brief on ELF also 
acknowledges that there is no current 
threat precipitating ELF’s continu-
ation: it says, ‘‘Even though our sub-
marines are currently, to the best of 
our knowledge, virtually invulnerable 
to the present anti-submarine threat, 
the ELF system is a hedge against fu-
ture developments by our potential en-
emies.’’ That is, Mr. President, ELF is 
only operating in case of a future de-
velopment, but not for current protec-
tion. 

That is why my amendment provides 
for the mothballing of project ELF. 
For example, in the unlikely event 
that a threat emerges in 5 years, we 
could restart ELF, but have saved the 
$60 million plus in the interim in which 
it was unnecessary. 

ELF is inefficient 
In actuality, if ELF served a stra-

tegic purpose, this would not be a bur-
densome investment. But Project ELF 
does not serve such a strategic purpose. 
Even at its best, ELF has been a weap-
on in search of a mission at the right 
time—but that time has yet to come. 

Health and environment 
Finally, Mr. President, let me add a 

word about the health and environ-
mental effects of ELF as well, because 
if you are a resident of northern Wis-
consin, this is something which has 
been of concern. The Navy continues to 
insist that there are no environmental 
effect or health hazards associated 
with the electromagnetic fields ELF 
emits: it’s just that after $25 million of 
study, there has been no conclusive 
evidence one way or the other. I cer-
tainly understand any fears the Wis-
consin residents must have. 

In fact, in 1984 a U.S. District Court, 
ruling on State of Wisconsin vs. Wein-
berger ordered Project ELF closed be-
cause the Navy paid inadequate atten-
tion to ELF’s possible health effects 
and violated the National Environ-
mental Policy Act. Interestingly, an 
appeals court threw out the ruling ar-
guing that the national security threat 
from the Soviets at the time was more 
important. The premise of that ruling 
today is obviously outdated. It should 
be reconsidered in light of realities in 
1995. 

Conclusion 
ELF is not worth any money because 

it doesn’t have a mission. 
If it is a first-strike weapon, then it 

is de-stabilizing and threatening, which 
hardly increases our security. If it is 
merely a communications system, it is 
inadequate. A weapon or a communica-
tions device designed to keep deeply 
submerged submarines submerged is no 
longer necessary. It is not protecting 
us against any capable enemy, but it is 
using money that could be. 

As columnist Jack Anderson noted 
earlier this year, this is an exemple of 
a cut that the delegation wants the 
Congress to make. We are asking the 
Congress to take our program. 

We came very close to it earlier this 
year with the rescissions bill. The Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee had rec-
ommended it for a cut, and the full 
Senate had agreed. 

During conference, there seemed to 
be a concern that the Navy had come 
up with a newly invented ‘‘highly clas-
sified’’ justification for ELF. There ap-
pears to have been some confusion 
about this project and I have been told 
there is no new justification for ELF. 

So, I would urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment, and fund 
ELF’s termination this year, not its 
continuation. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I am a co-
sponsor of this amendment to try yet 
again to cut a cold war relic located in 
Wisconsin: the Extremely Low Fre-
quency or ELF system. 

I thank my colleague from Alaska for 
his willingness to offer this amend-
ment. 

It is astonishing to me that we must 
continue to come forward to offer up 
this program for the chopping block. 
We are well aware that this may have 
a negative impact in our state, but we 
are willing to make the tough decision 
to eliminate a program we no longer 
need and can no longer afford. 

If we truly want to reduce the deficit, 
we must start somewhere and make 
the necessary cuts. 

As Senator FEINGOLD has detailed, 
ELF contributes little to our national 
security. All it can do is signal sub-
marines to come to the surface, thus, it 
is not a particularly useful or effective 
communications system. 

Even if one could make the case that 
it might have some strategic value 
down the road—something I sincerely 
doubt—it is such a cumbersome obvi-
ous system that it would be an easy 
target. I cannot support putting citi-
zens of the region at risk for no good 
reason. 

Earlier this year, the Senate passed a 
Defense supplemental bill which elimi-
nated the ELF program. However, dur-
ing the conference on the Defense sup-
plemental, the Senate position to 
eliminate ELF was defeated. During 
the conference, the House brandished 
new and classified information from an 
eleventh hour Navy briefing that sup-
posedly revealed that ELF is essential 
to our national security. 

When the defense supplemental came 
back from conference, Senator FEIN-
GOLD and I decided not to go forward 
with a planned amendment to cut the 
program and he sought this highly 
classified briefing by the Navy. To our 
surprise, the Navy said that it had no 
highly classified briefing on ELF. Per-
haps there was some confusion, they 
said, and opponents of cutting ELF 
were confusing it with EHF? 

Mr. President, the Navy has to do 
better than this. Last minute secret 
justifications for creaky low tech-
nology projects are just not enough to 
justify millions of dollars in spending. 
I am certain that my colleagues in the 
Senate will agree. 

Our amendment mothballs the ELF 
system so that it could be started up 
again if necessary. We don’t think it 
ever will be necessary, but this amend-
ment should address the concerns of 
our colleagues who take a more cau-
tious approach to these matters. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
cut this program in our state of Wis-
consin. It is not often that Senators 
try to kill a $12 million program in 
their own state, and I want to com-
mend my colleague from Wisconsin, 
Senator FEINGOLD, for his work on this 
issue. The Senate has cut ELF before. 
I urge my colleagues to do so again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 2413. 

The amendment (No. 2413) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2419 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I now 
call up amendment No. 2419 for Mr. 
MCCONNELL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
2419. 

Mr. STEVENS. The purpose of this 
amendment is to ensure that the Gen-
eral Accounting Office reports to the 
Congress on any proposed changes to 
the Department of Defense commissary 
access policy and address the financial 
impact of the commissaries as a result 
of any proposed policy changes. 

We agree to accept the amendment. I 
ask for its adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2419) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2411 
Mr. STEVENS. I now call up amend-

ment No. 2411. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on amendment 2411. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, has 

the amendment been adopted? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has 

not. 
Mr. STEVENS. We ask for adoption 

of the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is agreed to. 
So the amendment (No. 2411) was 

agreed to. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
ELECTRONIC COMBAT MASTER PLAN AMENDMENT 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, my 
good friend and fellow Senator from 
Florida [Mr. MACK] and I would like to 
engage in a colloquy with the distin-
guished chairman regarding a matter 
of fiscal and military importance. In 
1994, the House Armed Services Com-
mittee directed the Department of De-
fense to develop a master plan for fu-
ture consolidations of DOD-wide elec-
tronic combat [EC] test and evaluation 
assets in the interest of reducing infra-
structure costs. Unfortunately, to date, 
such a report has not been developed 
nor forwarded to Congress. The BRAC 
Commission, recognizing the delay by 
DOD to issue this report, recommended 
acceptance of the Air Force proposal to 
realign some of its electronic combat 
assets, and recommended that the mas-
ter plan be used to establish the infra-
structure for optimum asset utiliza-
tion. 

In fact, during the June deliberations 
of the BRAC Commission, this issue 
was carefully considered by the Com-
mission. The Commission’s analysis 

demonstrated that the move would 
‘‘never net a return on investment,’’ 
nor was it a part of a master plan to 
consolidate EC assets in a cost-effec-
tive manner. The Commission, in desir-
ing to see a master plan developed, felt 
that by endorsing the Air Force pro-
posal, they would prompt DOD to fi-
nally move ahead with the master 
plan. 

Mr. President, during any discussion 
of downsizing and consolidation there 
is no disagreement regarding the fact 
that all such decisions must be made in 
an intelligent and cost-efficient fash-
ion. It is my, and my fellow Florida 
colleague’s hope that the early comple-
tion of the master plan will allow DOD 
and the Congress to proceed according 
to these considerations. 

In that light, we would like to direct 
a few questions to the chairman to en-
sure that the committee’s intent is 
clear with regards to the master plan 
and EC asset consolidation. 

Mr. STEVENS. I would be happy to 
respond to the questions that my 
friends from Florida wish to ask. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Is it the committee’s 
desire to see that the master plan is 
completed so that the services can go 
forward with optimum and cost-effi-
cient asset utilization? 

Mr. STEVENS. The senior Senator 
from Florida is correct. The committee 
has long supported such planning 
which saves taxpayers’ dollars. This is 
even more important in our current fis-
cal climate in which we struggle to 
meet our military requirements. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that no funds have been 
requested nor provided in fiscal year 
1996 for the realignment of EC equip-
ment. I ask, is this the chairman’s un-
derstanding? 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, this is, in fact, 
the case. If a formal reprogramming re-
quest would be necessary, I would be 
pleased to work with the Senators from 
Florida at that time. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Given the chairman’s 
response, I ask that he send to the desk 
an amendment on my behalf, cospon-
sored by my colleague from Florida, 
which requires DOD to complete and 
submit to the congressional defense 
committees an EC master plan no later 
than March 31, 1996. 

We thank the chairman for his co-
operation, and look forward to working 
with him in the future on this matter. 
RADIO COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS FOR THE LPD– 

17 CLASS 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

would like to call to the attention of 
my distinguished colleague, the Chair-
man of the Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee, Senator STEVENS, an 
issue that I know is of mutual interest. 

I note that our colleagues in the 
other body have included in the House 
Defense Appropriations Bill, funding 
for a new class of Amphibious Trans-
port Dock ships, the so called LPD–17 
class of Amphibious ships. In our own 
deliberations, while recognizing the 
need for replacing the aging Austin 

class of such ships, other priorities, 
and allocation constraints did not 
allow us to fund this vessel. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, my 
colleague is correct. While we recog-
nize the need to modernize our amphib-
ious capabilities by replacing the older 
LPD’s now in service, funding con-
straints did not allow us to do that this 
year. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
have a related concern that I want to 
bring to my colleague’s attention, 
should the conferees or any future de-
liberations determine that funding for 
the LPD–17 can be made available. As 
my colleagues may remember, the FY 
93 Base Realignment and Closure Com-
mission recommended, and the Con-
gress approved, the consolidation of all 
Department of Navy in service engi-
neering support for Command, Control 
and Ocean Surveillance systems at the 
Navy facility in Charleston, South 
Carolina. In reorganizing to carry out 
this action, the Navy has developed a 
mission statement for this facility in 
Charleston, called NISE–EAST, identi-
fying it as the lead facility for all engi-
neering, analysis, design, testing, in-
stalling, upgrading, and training sup-
port for all shore based, mobile, and 
afloat Navy communications systems. I 
want to insure that should the con-
ferees, or any future deliberations re-
sult in funding being made available 
for the LPD–17, that the NISE-East fa-
cility in Charleston be designated as 
the appropriate facility to perform in 
service engineering support for the 
radio communications systems associ-
ated with that class of vessels. Any at-
tempt to divert that workloading else-
where would be an unwarranted intru-
sion into internal workloading proc-
esses in the Navy, and would seriously 
undermine the Base Closure and Re-
alignment process. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve my colleague from South Caro-
lina has expressed an appropriate con-
cern. All of us have a shared interest in 
insuring that our actions do not either 
directly or indirectly undermine the 
Base Closure process. While I cannot 
determine at this time if funding might 
be made available for the LPD–17, I 
will request that the Conferees endorse 
the Senator from South Carolina’s pro-
posal, if the Conference funds the LPD– 
17. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2418 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I now 

call up amendment No. 2418. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on amendment No. 
2418. 

Mr. STEVENS. The committee pro-
vided $45,458,000 for the intercooled 
recouperative turbine, the ICR project, 
of the Advanced Surface Machinery 
Program. The funds were provided for 
development and testing of the ICR. 
This is an amendment for Senator 
SPECTER and Senator SANTORUM. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 
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So the amendment (No. 2418) was 

agreed to. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2405 

Mr. STEVENS. I call up amendment 
No. 2405. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
2405. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer an amendment to the 
Fiscal Year 1996 Department of Defense 
Appropriations Bill. My amendment re-
quires the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Army to review the 
need for the Selected Reserve Incentive 
Program (SRIP) for infantry reservists. 

Due to the Army’s agreement which 
placed all CONUS-based infantry units 
in the National Guard system, the 
famed 100th Battalion in Hawaii is the 
only remaining infantry unit in the 
Army Reserves. The 100th Battalion 
has been designated as a round-out 
unit—one of the units that constitutes 
the 29th Infantry Enhanced Brigade. As 
part of the enhanced brigade, the 100th 
Battalion is required to recruit and re-
tain 125 percent of the required per-
sonnel end-strength. Currently, the 
100th Battalion is 157 enlisted soldiers 
short of their required strength. The 
lack of the SRIP for reservists in the 
Career Management Field (CMF) 11 has 
contributed to this shortfall. As a re-
sult, the 100th Battalion has been 
placed at a disadvantage in competing 
for qualified personnel. 

Mr. President, my amendment di-
rects the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of the Army to review this 
situation to ensure that the only infan-
try reserve unit left in the Army Re-
serves is treated fairly. I appreciate the 
support of the managers of this bill, 
Senator STEVENS and Senator INOUYE, 
and their staffs, particularly Mr. Char-
lie Houy and Ms. Sid Ashworth, for 
their assistance. 

Mr. INOUYE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this amendment be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

I not, without objection, the amend-
ment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 2405) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2414 
Mr. STEVENS. I call up amendment 

2414. 
This is an amendment for Senator 

INOUYE and Senator DOMENICI dealing 
with the strategic targeting system. 

Doe the Senator wish to explain? 
Mr. INOUYE. I have an explanation. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. This has been approved. 
Mr. STEVENS. It provides $10 mil-

lion, the budget request amount, for 
the strategic target system program, 
known as Stars. The amendment di-
rects that these funds are available 
only to continue the Stars program. 
The Stars program can provide critical 
test support to theater and national 
missile defense programs. The com-
mittee endorses continuation of this 
important program. 

I ask for the adoption of the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

If not, the amendment is agreed to. 
So this amendment (No. 2414) was 

agreed to. 
Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2409 

Mr. STEVENS. I call up amendment 
No. 2409 for Mr. PRYOR. 

Mr. INOUYE. I this is an amendment 
to eliminate an obstacle to the quick 
redevelopment of closing military 
bases. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment to help eliminate 
a current obstacle to the quick redevel-
opment of closing military bases. 

My amendment will give the military 
services greater flexibility to negotiate 
longer interim leases for the reuse of 
base property where the military is 
preparing for its departure. It will do 
so in a responsible way that does not 
eliminate vital environmental safe-
guards. 

This amendment will hopefully solve 
many interim leasing problems that 
are occurring at closing bases nation-
wide. 

At Eaker Air Force Base in Blythe-
ville, Arkansas, Cotton Growers Inc. 
approached the local redevelopment 
authority about storing cotton in an 
old B–52 hanger until cotton prices im-
proved. Upon learning from the Air 
Force that they could receive only a 
one year lease with a 30 day cancella-
tion clause, Cotton Growers Inc. de-
cided not to locate at Eaker. 

At Alameda Naval base in Alameda, 
California, AEG Transportation is 
seeking a ten year lease to obtain use 
of base property to refurbish rail cars 
for the San Francisco-based BART pub-
lic transit company. The BART con-
tract is for ten years, and AEG desires 
a ten year commitment before spend-
ing millions of dollars on capital im-
provements to Alameda property. Un-
fortunately, the Department of the 
Navy is thus far unwilling to enter into 
a lease agreement longer than five 
years. This stalemate could result in 
the loss of an attractive tenant for Ala-
meda. 

The military services have informed 
my office that the inability to offer 
longer interim leases is due primarily 
to their fear of a lawsuit over require-

ments from the National Environ-
mental Protection Act of 1969, the so- 
called NEPA. This amendment at-
tempts to address this problem without 
degrading the environment or fully ex-
empting interim leases from NEPA. 

I ask unanimous consent that a sum-
mary of this amendment be placed in 
the RECORD immediately following my 
remarks. 

In recent years, Congress and the 
Clinton Administration have made sub-
stantial progress in removing the ob-
stacles that have blocked past efforts 
to redevelop bases. This amendment 
will help remove yet another barrier. 

It will give the military services 
greater flexibility to negotiate with in-
terested tenants. It also ensures that 
our effort to create jobs and economic 
activity on base does not come at the 
expense of the environment. 

I thank the distinguished chairman 
and the ranking member for accepting 
this amendment. 

I also thank the Department of De-
fense, the Departments of Army, Navy 
and Air Force, the Council on Environ-
mental Quality, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, Senators CHAFEE, 
BAUCUS, LAUTENBERG, and BOXER from 
the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee and Senators NUNN 
and THURMOND from the Senate Armed 
Services Committee who contributed 
greatly to the adoption of this amend-
ment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. I ask for the adoption 

of the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is agreed to. 
So the amendment (No. 2409) was 

agreed to. 
Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2416 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2416. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
2416. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 
was offered by Senator WARNER, for 
himself, Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator 
DODD, and Senator ROBB, to ensure es-
sential elements of a nuclear attack 
submarine agreement, which was in-
cluded in the defense authorization 
bill, are included in this appropriations 
bill. 

They have offered this amendment to 
ensure fair, equitable treatment and 
maintenance of both nuclear-capable 
shipyards. 

I ask for the adoption of the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, without objec-
tion, the amendment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 2416) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2415 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
for consideration now of amendment 
No. 2415. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
2415. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this 
amendment appeared in the authoriza-
tion bill. There is no opposition. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is 
a zero sum transfer of $40 million from 
O&M, defensewide, to the humani-
tarian assistance program. This 
amendment would provide a total of $60 
million for humanitarian assistance in 
the bill and subject to conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, without objec-
tion, the amendment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 2415) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2397 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I now 
call up amendment No. 2397. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
2397. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this is 
the amendment that was offered by 
Senator SIMON, for himself and Mr. 
BUMPERS, to modify the loan guarantee 
provision which was previously subject 
to debate. 

This amendment requires that the 
exposure fees charged and collected by 
the Secretary of Defense for each de-
fense export loan guarantee be paid by 
the country involved and not be fi-
nanced as part of the guaranteed loan 
on the part of the United States. 

We are prepared to accept the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 2397) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2407 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 2407 for Senator 
KYL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question occurs on amendment No. 
2407. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this 
amendment fences all but $52 million 
of the funds provided for the former So-

viet Union threat reduction, which was 
$365 million, until three conditions are 
certified by the President as having 
been met: 

First, United States-Russia com-
pleted joint LAB study regarding Rus-
sian proposal to neutralize CW and 
United States agrees with proposal; 

Second, Russia has prepared plan to 
manage dismantlement-destructions of 
Russia CW stockpile; 

Third, United States-Russia com-
mitted to resolving outstanding issues 
regarding 1989 Wyoming MOU and 1990 
bilateral destruction agreement. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2407, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk a modification of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify the amend-
ment. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 82, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 8087. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR 

COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION. 
(a) LIMITATIONS.—Of the funds available 

under title II under the heading ‘‘FORMER 
SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION’’ for dis-
mantlement and destruction of chemical 
weapons, not more than $52,000,000 may be 
obligated or expended for that purpose until 
the President certifies to Congress the fol-
lowing: 

(1) That the United States and Russia have 
completed a joint laboratory study evalu-
ating the proposal of Russia to neutralize its 
chemical weapons and the United States 
agrees with the proposal. 

(2) That Russia is in the process of pre-
paring, with the assistance of the United 
States as necessary, a comprehensive plan to 
manage the dismantlement and destruction 
of the Russia chemical weapons stockpile. 

(3) That the United States and Russia are 
committed to resolving outstanding issues 
under the 1989 Wyoming Memorandum of Un-
derstanding and the 1990 Bilateral Destruc-
tion Agreement. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘1989 Wyoming Memorandum 

of Understanding’’ means the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the Government of 
the United States of America and the Gov-
ernment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics Regarding a Bilateral Verification 
Experiment and Data Exchange Related to 
Prohibition on Chemical Weapons, signed at 
Jackson Hole, Wyoming, on September 23, 
1989. 

(2) The term ‘‘1990 Bilateral Destruction 
Agreement’’ means the Agreement between 
the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics on destruction 
and non-production of chemical weapons and 
on measures to facilitate the multilateral 
convention on banning chemical weapons 
signed on June 1, 1990. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask for the adoption 
of the amendment. 

Mr. INOUYE. No objection. 
Mr. STEVENS. This was cleared per-

sonally by me with Senator NUNN and 
Senator KYL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, without objection, the amend-
ment, as modified, is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 2407), as 
modified, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator wish to reconsider the vote? 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2406 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I call up 

amendment No. 2406. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question occurs on amendment No. 
2406. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, my 
amendment to the Defense appropria-
tions bill is similar to a sense of the 
Senate resolution I introduced last 
month regarding France’s decision to 
conduct a series of eight underground 
nuclear explosions in the South Pa-
cific. This action by France is in con-
travention of the current international 
moratorium on nuclear testing. The 
amendment I offer today expresses the 
sense of the Senate that the Republic 
of France should abide by the current 
international moratorium on under-
ground nuclear testing. 

I am offering this amendment to S. 
1087 because I believe it is imperative 
that the Senate go on record on this 
issue before the August recess. News 
reports over the past few days indicate 
that France has readied four of the 
eight nuclear devices to be exploded in 
the Pacific, and it is likely that the 
first device will be detonated later this 
month. 

My original resolution, Senate Reso-
lution 149, is cosponsored by Senators 
INOUYE, KERRY, JEFFORDS, FEINSTEIN, 
LEVIN, SIMON, HARKIN, LEAHY, LAUTEN-
BERG, MOSELEY-BRAUN, KASSEBAUM, 
BUMPERS, EXON, BINGAMAN, DASCHLE, 
THOMAS, MURRAY, WELLSTONE, STE-
VENS, HATFIELD, and GRAHAM. I am 
grateful for the positive response I 
have received in a short period of time 
from so many of my colleagues. 

I would like to thank the distin-
guished chairman and ranking member 
of the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee for their courtesy in enter-
taining this amendment. I would note 
that they are both cosponsors of Sen-
ate Resolution 149, and I appreciate 
their support on this issue. I would also 
like to acknowledge the Members of 
the other body who have taken the lead 
on this issue, including Congressmen 
ENI FALEOMAVAEGA, BEN GILMAN, 
chairman of the International Rela-
tions Committee, Congressman ED 
MARKEY, and Congressman JIM LEACH. 

To briefly review events, on June 13, 
1995, French President Jacques Chirac 
announced that the Republic of France 
planned to resume nuclear testing in 
the South Pacific. A series of eight un-
derground tests are planned, ending in 
May, 1996, at Mururoa Atoll in French 
Polynesia. 

Following the French announcement, 
I contacted the White House to urge 
President Clinton to convey the con-
cerns of the United States and the Pa-
cific island nations to France over its 
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resumption of nuclear testing. We in 
the Pacific, more than any other re-
gion in the world, know the ramifica-
tions of nuclear testing. We only have 
to look at what happened to Bikini, 
Enewetak, or Rongelap Atolls in the 
Marshall Islands to understand the 
long-term damage to humans and the 
environment that can occur as a result 
of nuclear testing. 

Earlier last week, the 19-nation 
ASEAN Regional Forum, which in-
cludes the United States as a dialogue 
partner, called for an immediate end to 
nuclear testing during its security con-
ference in Brunei. The governments of 
Australia, New Zealand, Japan, and 
other Asian and Pacific rim nations 
have strongly condemned the resump-
tion of nuclear testing. International 
protests by government, business, civic 
and community groups continue to ac-
celerate and proliferate as the first 
testing date approaches. France is 
reaping the whirlwind of international 
indignation, extending far beyond the 
nations and people of the Pacific and 
Asia, for it decision. Governments and 
world opinion recognize how the con-
tinuation or resumption of nuclear 
testing jeopardizes international ef-
forts to curb the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons. 

Mr. President, this past May, the 
world’s five declared nuclear powers— 
the United States, France, Russia, 
China, and Britain—persuaded all NPT- 
member nations to extend indefinitely 
the Treaty of Non-Proliferation of Nu-
clear Weapons, NPT. To win that con-
sensus, the five countries promised to 
sign a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
by the end of next year. Yet, less than 
2 months after pledging to exercise ut-
most restraint, the French Govern-
ment reneged on its commitment to 
the NPT. 

The French decision to resume test-
ing seriously undermines the credi-
bility of the NPT and complicates 
international efforts to negotiate a 
comprehensive test ban treaty. The 
United States, recognizing that the 
benefit of nuclear testing is outweighed 
by the harm it would cause our leader-
ship on nonproliferation issues, has ex-
tended or ban on testing through Sep-
tember of 1996. 

We cannot ignore the resumption of 
nuclear testing by France. By adopting 
this resolution, the Senate will strong-
ly encourage France to abide by the 
current international moratorium on 
nuclear testing and refrain from pro-
ceeding with its announced intention 
of conducting a series of nuclear tests 
in advance of a Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty. 

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, this has 
been cleared on both sides. There are 
no objections to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 2406) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Are there any amend-
ments we have dealt with that we have 
failed to reconsider? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. STEVENS. Are there any amend-

ments adopted today that were not re-
considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. STEVENS. Are there any amend-

ments voted on today that were not re-
considered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
LIFE SCIENCES EQUIPMENT LAB 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend the chairman, Senator STEVENS 
for offering an amendment on my be-
half. The amendment sets aside $500,000 
for the Air Force’s Life Sciences Equip-
ment Lab. 

The Lab is a unique facility within 
the Department of Defense, and is 
probably the only facility of its kind 
anywhere. Established in 1983, it meets 
three primary functions: (1) provide 
scientific support to aircraft mishap 
investigation boards; (2) train per-
sonnel in life sciences equipment inves-
tigation; and (3) process the everyday 
technical problems on such equipment, 
while also conducting related design 
work and test programs. 

Additionally, the Lab has assisted 
Joint Task Force—Full Accounting 
(JTF–FA) as it endeavors to determine 
the status of air crew personnel in 
South East Asia, providing JTF–FA 
with technical support—involving re-
search into the formal identification of 
suspected life sciences equipment; arti-
fact analysis to indicated the survival 
outcome of individuals involved with 
the equipment; and technical training 
of personnel being assigned to JTF–FA, 
to familiarize them with South East 
Asia era equipment and how to conduct 
scientific investigations. 

In short, Mr. President, this funding 
will help ensure the fullest possible ac-
counting of those lost in South East 
Asia, while also ensuring the lab’s con-
tinued attention to investigating mili-
tary aircraft mishaps and ensuring the 
effectiveness of the equipment designed 
to help ensure the safety of our mili-
tary’s air crews. 

I believe the amendment has been 
cleared by both sides, and I thank both 
Senator STEVENS and Senator INOUYE 
for their assistance in this matter. 

B–52 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 

very concerned about the national se-
curity implications of the Administra-
tion’s decisions with regard to stra-
tegic bombers under the Nuclear Pos-
ture Review. The Nuclear Posture Re-
view recommends retiring 28 B–52H 
bombers during the coming fiscal year. 
I believe it would be a serious mistake 
to unilaterally send a large number of 
dual capable bombers to the boneyard. 

B–52s provide combat-proven conven-
tional capability and a credible nuclear 
deterrent—something no other weapon 
system can now match. 

I understand that the Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee was working 
under very tight budgetary constraints 
this year. Nonetheless, I am very con-
cerned that the bill before us does not 
contain additional funding above the 
Administration’s request to ensure 
that we maintain four combat squad-
rons of B–52s. At a time when bombers 
have become increasingly important to 
our conventional warfighting strategy, 
we need every bomber we have. A 
strong B–52 force helps us retain a 
ready defense that can quickly project 
power around an increasingly uncer-
tain world, and has been vigorously 
supported by senior military officers. 

It is my understanding that the 
House bill contains an additional $180 
million to meet B–52 mission require-
ments. Consequently, I expect that this 
issue will be addressed in conference. I 
know my friend from Hawaii, the dis-
tinguished ranking member of the sub-
committee, shares my view that a 
strong bomber force is essential to our 
national security. I was wondering 
whether he would be willing to discuss 
his view of how funding for B–52s 
should be resolved in the conference? 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota for his remarks on 
this important issue. I want to assure 
him that I continue to support a strong 
bomber force. A strong bomber force is 
vital in today’s world, and we should 
not unnecessarily give up the highly 
cost-effective combat capability of our 
B–52 force. As the Senator for North 
Dakota noted, the subcommittee this 
year was working under tight budg-
etary restrictions and was unable to 
provide funding in the Senate bill for 
additional B–52s. I am pleased that the 
House was able to do so, and I can as-
sure the Senator from North Dakota 
that I will work hard in conference to 
make sure that the final bill that goes 
to the President has sufficient funding 
to maintain a highly capable B–52 
bomber force which can accomplish its 
assigned missions. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the distin-
guished ranking member for that as-
surance. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong support of S. 1087, the 1996 
Department of Defense appropriations 
bill. 

I commend the distinguished chair-
man and ranking member for bringing 
the Senate a bill that meets the most 
critical needs of the U.S. military for 
the defense of our Nation. 

The committee has achieved this sig-
nificant accomplishment even though 
the Defense Subcommittee contributed 
additional defense spending authority 
to both the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Subcommittee, 
which I chair, and the Military Con-
struction Subcommittee. These sub-
committees also fund vital programs 
related to our national defense. 
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Mr. President, the Senate version of 

the Defense appropriations bill pro-
vides a total of $242.7 billion in budget 
authority and $163.6 billion in new out-
lays for the programs of the Depart-
ment of Defense in fiscal year 1996. 

When outlays from prior-year budget 
authority and other completed actions 
are taken into account, the Senate-re-
ported Defense appropriations bill to-
tals $242.7 billion in budget authority 
and $243.3 billion in outlays for fiscal 
year 1996. 

The Senate bill is within its section 
602(b) allocation for both budget au-
thority and outlays. Any significant 
funding amendments would necessarily 
have to be offset with savings from 
within the bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table showing the relation-
ship of the pending bill to the sub-
committee’s 602(b) allocation pursuant 
to the 1996 budget resolution be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEFENSE SUBCOMMITTEE SPENDING TOTALS—SENATE- 
REPORTED BILL 

[Fiscal year 1996, in millions] 

Budget Au-
thority Outlays 

Defense discretionary: 
Outlays from prior-year BA and other ac-

tions completed ....................................... ¥$50 $79,678 
S. 1087, as reported to the Senate ............ 242,534 163,350 
Scorekeeping adjustment ............................. — — 

Subtotal defense discretionary ................ 242,484 243,029 
Nondefense discretionary: 

Outlays from prior-year BA and other ac-
tions completed ....................................... — 40 

S. 1087, as reported to the Senate ............ — — 
Scorekeeping adjustment ............................. — — 

Subtotal nondefense discretionary .......... — 40 
Mandatory: 

Outlays from prior-year BA and other ac-
tions completed ....................................... — — 

S. 1087, as reported to the Senate ............ 214 214 
Adjustment to conform mandatory pro-

grams with budget resolution assump-
tions ......................................................... 0 0 

Subtotal mandatory ................................. 214 214 

Adjusted bill total ............................... 242,698 243,282 
Senate Subcommittee 602(b) allocation: 

Defense discretionary ................................... 242,486 243,029 
Nondefense discretionary ............................. — 40 
Violent crime reduction trust fund .............. — — 
Mandatory .................................................... 214 214 

Total allocation ................................... 242,700 243,283 

Adjusted bill total compared to Senate Sub-
committee 602(b) allocation: 

Defense discretionary ................................... ¥2 ¥0 
Nondefense discretionary ............................. — ¥0 
Violent crime reduction trust fund .............. NA NA 
Mandatory .................................................... — — 

Total allocation ................................... ¥2 ¥1 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with current scorekeeping conventions. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished chairman and 
ranking member for their consider-
ation of several important items that I 
brought to the subcommittee’s atten-
tion. 

I urge my colleagues to expedite ac-
tion on this bill. I urge the Senate to 
adopt the bill. 

FASA 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, last 

Congress we passed and the President 
signed into law the Federal Acquisition 
Standards Act, or FASA. That Act gen-
erally seeks to promote efficiencies 
and cost savings through competition 

in contracting services. It provides, 
among other things, that contracts for 
Advisory or Assistance Services above 
certain thresholds must have multiple 
awards. The theory was that a series of 
smaller contract awards would gen-
erally be more cost effective that one 
large contract. 

At the same time, we recognized that 
not all contracts would benefit by mul-
tiple awards. This could result either 
because of the specialized subject mat-
ter of the contract itself, or because 
the nature of the contract indicates 
that a single award would be more effi-
cient. For that reason, we put in place 
a specific provision for a waiver from 
the multiple contract award provision. 

Mr. President, just last week, the De-
partment of the Army issued its first 
solicitation for Contractor Advisory 
and Assistance Services since FASA 
was passed. This particular solicitation 
was for a series of support and integra-
tion services for the Chemical Weapons 
Demilitarization program. It would 
take the current integration and sup-
port contract and divide it into five 
component parts in an effort to comply 
with FASA. 

The Chemical Weapons Demilitariza-
tion program has been slow to show 
progress since we first directed Dis-
posal of those weapons in 1986. Never-
theless, progress is beginning to make 
itself apparent. Facility testing has 
begun at Tooele, UT, and the next fa-
cility at Anniston, AL is scheduled to 
begin construction in 1996. 

Mr. President, disposing of our chem-
ical weapons stockpile is a high-pri-
ority mission, and one which is very 
highly specialized. I question whether 
this particular mission lends itself to 
multiple integration contract awards. I 
am concerned that because this is the 
first contract to be let for Contractor 
Advisory and Assistance Services since 
FASA was passed, the Army might 
have felt compelled to call for multiple 
contract awards rather than seeking 
the exemption. 

I would like to ask the distinguished 
bill managers whether they share my 
opinion that Chemical Weapons De-
militarization is precisely the kind of 
specialized contract which led to our 
including the exemption provisions in 
FASA. 

Mr. STEVENS. I absolutely share the 
opinion of the Senator from Louisiana. 
As the Senator knows, the sub-
committee indicated strong support for 
the Army’s decision to transfer over-
sight responsibilities for this program 
to the Assistant Secretary for Re-
search Development and Acquisition. 
Our specific interest in this transfer 
was the cost accounting and control 
which would be put in place by treating 
this program more as an acquisition 
program than as a construction pro-
gram. However, Chemical Weapons De-
militarization is not an acquisition 
program in the traditional sense. Rath-
er, it is a very highly specialized pro-
gram which places a premium on inte-
gration and communication. By indi-
cating our support for additional cost 
accounting and controls we by no mans 

meant to indicate that the FASA ex-
emption from multiple contract awards 
was not available to the Army in this 
instance. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I share 
the opinion of the Senator from Alaska 
in response to the question from the 
Senator from Louisiana. The Chemical 
Weapons Demilitarization Program is a 
sequential construction program which 
depends very heavily on transmitting 
what is learned at one facility to the 
rest of those facilities in the complex. 
Program integration, environmental 
permitting, facility oversight and pub-
lic outreach are all integral parts of 
that mission. Given that fact, the 
Army has every right to avail itself of 
the waiver provisions of FASA. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I take it that both 
of the distinguished managers of this 
bill agree with me that the Army 
should consider the waiver provisions 
of FASA as being completely available 
in the case of this particular contract 
award. Is it the intention of the man-
agers to make that clear in the State-
ment of Managers which would accom-
pany the Conference report on this leg-
islation? 

Mr. STEVENS. That would certainly 
be my intention. 

Mr. INOUYE. It would be mine as 
well. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the distin-
guished managers and yield the floor. 

MARINE CORPS RESERVE END STRENGTH 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Sen-
ator HUTCHISON and I had intended to 
offer an amendment to add $12.8 mil-
lion to the Marine Corps Reserve per-
sonnel end strength account. The Sen-
ate Defense Authorization bill includes 
authorization for this purpose. It is our 
understanding that a significant num-
ber of the 274 additional authorized 
personnel would be used to stand up 
two F/A18 squadrons in Texas and 
Georgia. 

Last year, the Chairman assisted me 
by including report language that di-
rected that the deactivation of the Ma-
rine Reserve jet squadrons be delayed 
until a formal review and report is re-
ceived by the Committees on Appro-
priations. That report has not been re-
ceived. Am I correct? 

Mr. STEVENS. I assisted the Senator 
from New Mexico with this language 
and he is correct that we have not re-
ceived a copy of the report. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I understand that 
when the report is released it may say 
that rather than having two F/A18 
squadrons, the Marine Corps Reserve is 
considering a squad with a different 
mix of Harriers, Cobras and Hueys. The 
problem is, Mr. President, there re-
mains a question of funding the nearly 
$280 million necessary to implement 
this new mix. 

Furthermore, I understand that even 
if they were able to find $280 million to 
pay for these aircraft, they still have 
not addressed the increased training 
costs that would be caused by basing 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:51 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00083 Fmt 0637 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S10AU5.REC S10AU5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12196 August 10, 1995 
these aircraft in North Carolina, as 
some have suggested. 

When the F/A18 squadrons are acti-
vated they will be based in major met-
ropolitan areas where the demographic 
pool for potential reservists is larger. 
Standing up two F/A18 squadrons in the 
Marine Corps Reserves achieves two 
objectives. First, it assures that Ma-
rine Expeditionary Forces have enough 
dedicated airborne firepower. Second, 
it achieves this necessary goal at the 
least cost possible. 

Mr. DOMENICI. And for myself and 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, let me ask the Chair-
man—this is a very important issue to 
the Marine Corps Reserves and to us— 
would he join us in the conference on 
this bill in fully addressing this issue? 

Mr. STEVENS. I appreciate the Sen-
ators’ concerns and I will join them in 
the conference on this bill in address-
ing this issue. 

STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to engage the distinguished man-
ager of the bill in a brief colloquy re-
garding the Strategic Environmental 
Research and Development Program 
[SERDP]. As he knows, these funds 
have been and continue to be used for 
investigating and demonstrating inno-
vative environmental clean-up tech-
nologies. He may also know that the 
U.S. Army Corps on Engineers Re-
search Laboratory [USACERL] has 
been a very active component of DOD’s 
efforts in this area. Through 
USACERL’s work, many of these pri-
vate/public sector technologies are now 
available for commercialization, stim-
ulating small company creation, eco-
nomic development and environmental 
protection. 

I would urge that the committee sup-
port continuation of USACERL’s excel-
lent work, particularly remediation ac-
tivities at the army production plants. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am aware of the ap-
plication of innovative remediation 
technologies at numerous DOD sites 
throughout the country. I appreciate 
the Senator from Michigan’s thought-
ful comments on the Army Corps’ work 
and bringing it to my attention. 

Mr. LEVIN. Very briefly, I would like 
to provide the Senator from Alaska 
with two specific examples that dem-
onstrate just how effective USACERL 
has been. 

The first example is an innovative air 
control technology being implemented 
at the Lake City Army Ammunition 
Plant in Independence, MO. A full-scale 
demonstration biofilter is being in-
stalled that will reduce air emissions 
my more than 80 percent. This will 
allow the plant to double production 
and continue to emit less than its cur-
rent air quality control requirements. 

The second example is a manufac-
tured wastewater treatment project at 
the Radford Army Ammunitions Plant 
in Radford, VA. This is a full-scale 
demonstration of granular activated 
carbon-fluidized scale demonstration of 
granular activated carbon-fluidized bed 

technology for treating DNT by-prod-
ucts in wastewater. This type of waste-
water has proven resistant to any other 
type of treatment technology available 
today. 

I hope the committee will continue 
to support the development of cost-ef-
fective technologies, such as these, for 
treating DOD wastes. 

Mr. STEVENS. The technologies the 
Senator has mentioned sound prom-
ising. I commend DOD and USACERL 
for their work in this area and encour-
age the Department to continue such 
innovative work. 

HISPANIC SERVING INSTITUTIONS 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

want to commend the Chairman for the 
leadership he has displayed in bringing 
the fiscal year 1996 Department of De-
fense Appropriations bill to the floor. I 
particularly want to bring attention to 
the historically black colleges and uni-
versities and minority institutions pro-
gram element. 

Mr. STEVENS. I would say to my 
friend from New Mexico that I am fa-
miliar with the HBCU/MI program and 
the important contribution that these 
schools make to the research efforts 
and capabilities of the Department of 
Defense. The bill before us includes 
$14,800,000 to continue these activities 
in fiscal year 1996. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair-
man. I addition to the language al-
ready included by the Committee, I 
would like to ask that your committee, 
during conference, include report lan-
guage recognizing hispanic serving in-
stitutions ability to make relevant 
contributions to Department of De-
fense missions. There are several his-
panic academic centers for research 
and education that have developed ex-
emplary programs related to science 
and technology. 

With the hispanic population being 
the fastest growing minority popu-
lation in the country, persons from 
this community undoubtedly will be 
called upon to provide the leadership 
and expertise needed for the next cen-
tury. More importantly, hispanic serv-
ing institutions that are leading our 
nation’s efforts to educate and train 
persons from this population can pro-
vide invaluable assistance and opportu-
nities for advanced collaborations to 
meet these challenges. With this in 
mind, we need to send a strong signal 
to the Department to take advantage 
of the human and academic resources 
available at these institutions, and to 
provide resources needed for enhanced 
collaborations related to national secu-
rity interests. 

Mr. STEVENS. I know of the efforts 
underway at many of the hispanic serv-
ing institutions and agree with you in 
acknowledging the critical role they 
can play in helping the Department of 
Defense address emerging national se-
curity interests. I would ask that you 
share the recommended report lan-
guage with me or my committee staff, 
and I will work to address this matter 
during the conference on this bill. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator. 
THE CASTING EMISSION REDUCTION PROGRAM 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

wish to engage the Senator from Alas-
ka in a colloquy. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to engage 
in a colloquy with the Senator from 
California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. As the Senator 
knows, the Casting Emission Reduc-
tion Program is a vital part of the 
dual-use-reuse process at McClellan Air 
Force Base. The CERP Program uses a 
new casting process developed to meet 
Clean Air Act requirements; $12 million 
is needed to fund the 3d year of this 5- 
year program. Would the Senator agree 
that the Defense Department should 
consider the importance of this pro-
gram when making funding decisions 
regarding this program? 

Mr. STEVENS. I would agree with 
the Senator and note that she makes a 
very strong case for funding of the 
CERP Program. I do understand the 
importance of funding the program and 
am happy to recognize the Senator’s 
interest in CERP. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Alaska. 

FUNDING IMPACT AID IN THE DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
Jeffords amendment No. 2393 would 
fund $400 million of the Impact Aid 
Program from the Defense appropria-
tions bill. It would breach the firewalls 
between defense and nondefense. 

I do not rise in opposition to the Im-
pact Aid Program. It is an important 
program and Congress should provide 
sufficient funding to meet the Federal 
Government’s responsibilities in this 
area. 

Since impact aid is classified as non-
defense discretionary spending, this 
amendment would be scored as affect-
ing nondefense discretionary budget 
authority and outlays and would be 
subject to a budget point of order be-
cause it would cause this sub-
committee to exceed its budget alloca-
tion for nondefense spending. 

The Impact Aid Program has been 
classified as a nondefense expenditure 
since 1990. The conference report on the 
1990 Budget Enforcement Act clearly 
lists this program in the nondefense 
category in the jurisdiction of the 
Labor, HHS Subcommittee. 

The 1996 budget resolution’s caps on 
defense and nondefense spending were 
based on the 1990 classification. The 
budget resolution assumed funding for 
the Impact Aid Program as a non-
defense program. 

If scored as defense funding, the ef-
fect of this amendment will be to pe-
nalize the Defense subcommittee for 
$400 million and to free up $400 million 
in spending for the Labor, HHS Sub-
committee. 

I fear that scoring this amendment 
as defense spending would make the 
firewalls between defense and non-
defense spending meaningless. The de-
fense budget would be eroded by efforts 
to fund popular nondefense items. 
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Maybe impact aid was improperly 

classified. If this is the case, and I am 
not suggesting it is, then we should 
consider reclassifying this program to 
the defense category. 

If we reclassify impact aid, however, 
we need to make sure the caps are held 
harmless. Such a reclassification would 
involve shifting $400 million associated 
with a portion of the impact aid ac-
count to the defense category. Next, we 
would increase the defense cap by $400 
million and reduce the nondefense cat-
egory by the same amount. 

Absent such a reclassification, fund-
ing for impact aid will be scored as 
nondefense expenditure regardless of 
which bill funds the program. 

MARINE CORPS MPS ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I wonder 

if I might engage the distinguished 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Defense Subcommittee in a brief col-
loquy. 

Mr. STEVENS. Certainly, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire may proceed. 

Mr. SMITH. First of all I want to 
commend the Senators from Alaska 
and Hawaii for their fine work in for-
mulating this appropriations bill. I 
know that the subcommittee was con-
fronted by some significant fiscal chal-
lenges, and I appreciate their out-
standing work in balancing resources 
with our military requirements. 

One issue that I am concerned with, 
however, is the Marine Corps maritime 
preposition ship [MPS] enhancement 
program. As my colleagues know, the 
MPS enhancement program would add 
an additional ship to each of three Ma-
rine Corps preposition squadrons. 
These ships would be loaded with an 
expeditionary airfield, two M1A1 tank 
companies, a fleet hospital, Navy mo-
bile construction equipment, a com-
mand element package, and additional 
statement. These assets will provide 
tremendous flexibility for crisis re-
sponse and contingency operations. 

Last year, under the leadership of the 
Senators from Alaska and Hawaii, the 
committee appropriated $110 million 
for the first ship in the MPS enhance-
ment program. This was an important 
statement of support for the preposi-
tion concept in general, and the Marine 
Corps program in particular. The 
Armed Services Committee has sus-
tained the momentum on the MPS En-
hancement program by authorizing 
$110 million in fiscal year 1996 for the 
second ship in the program. 

In reviewing the legislation before 
us, I am unclear as to what the rec-
ommendation of the committee was 
with respect to the second MPS en-
hancement ship. I wonder if the Sen-
ators from Alaska and Hawaii could 
comment on this issue. 

Mr. Stevens. The Senator from New 
Hampshire is correct in his review of 
the legislative record on this issue. The 
Appropriations Committee did fund the 
first ship last year, and is supportive of 
the Marine Corps MPS enhancement 
program. At the time the committee 
marked up its legislation for fiscal 

year 1996, it was unclear whether the 
Navy was moving forward with the pro-
gram established in the fiscal year 1995 
authorization and appropriations bills. 
The committee was concerned over the 
lack of noticeable progress in acquiring 
and converting the first ship under the 
program. The committee was also con-
fronted by some significant funding 
shortfalls in the shipbuilding and con-
version accounts. 

However, the committee did direct 
that the Secretary of the Navy may ob-
ligate appropriations up to $110 million 
for the procurement of a second MPS 
ship in fiscal year 1996. 

Mr. Inouye. Let me assure the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire that the 
committee did carefully consider this 
matter. It is the view of Senator STE-
VENS and myself that the language in 
our legislation provides authority to 
move forward with the second ship in 
the MPS enhancement program. I ex-
pect this issue will be further explored 
during conference, as well. 

Mr. Smith. I thank the distinguished 
chairman and ranking member for 
their comments. I gather from their 
statements that the Appropriations 
Committee continues to support the 
Marine Corps maritime preposition 
ship enhancement program, but is con-
cerned over delays by the Navy in mov-
ing forward to implement the program 
established last year in the authoriza-
tion and appropriations bills. Is it fair 
to say that if the Navy can convince 
the committee that their program is 
sound, and that they can demonstrate 
that they are fully exploring means to 
reduce overall program costs, such as 
multiple ship contracts, that the com-
mittee would be inclined to support a 
second ship in fiscal year 1996? 

Mr. Stevens. I think that is an accu-
rate description. 

Mr. Inouye. Yes. That is correct. 
Mr. Smith. I thank my colleagues for 

their comments, and fine work on this 
bill. I look forward to working with 
them on this important program. 

REVISE THE AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR 
DEFENSE CONVERSION LOAN GUARANTEES 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, my 
amendment would make statutory 
changes to the Defense Conversion 
Loan Guarantee Program authorized 
last year. These revisions are necessary 
to optimize the program’s task of pro-
viding financial and technical assist-
ance to small, defense-dependent firms 
adversely impacted by defense 
downsizing. 

The Defense Conversion Loan Guar-
antee Program is a joint Small Busi-
ness Administration/Department of De-
fense program which provides loan 
guarantees and technical assistance to 
small firms adversely affected by de-
fense reductions. This program would 
provide SBA guaranteed businesses and 
communities adversely affected by de-
fense downsizing and base closures. 

In order to fully maximize this im-
portant program, there are three areas 
in the existing law which need to be 
modified: 

First, the portion of DOD funds used 
for salaries and expenses; 

Second, the current restrictive eligi-
bility requirements which limit the 
number of participants in the program; 
and 

Third, the duration of the program. 
My amendment would implement 

these statutory changes without re-
quiring any new appropriation of funds. 

In the wake of extensive U.S. Defense 
downsizing and military base closures, 
this program is both necessary and 
vital to helping small businesses retain 
the jobs of Defense workers and create 
new employment opportunities in com-
munities affected by economic disloca-
tion. I am pleased to offer this amend-
ment and thank my colleagues for 
their support. 

THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT’S FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Mr. KENNEDY. I want to take this 
opportunity to commend the chairman 
and ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Defense for their support 
for the Defense Department’s Financial 
Management Training and Education 
Program. 

This program, strongly supported by 
the Department of Defense, will estab-
lish urgently needed programs to give 
the Department’s financial managers 
and accountants the necessary training 
that their private sector counterparts 
take for granted. This program will 
provide the educational resources to 
make these workers more effective and 
efficient and thereby help the Defense 
Department save millions of taxpayers’ 
dollars. 

In its report, the committee provides 
for full funding of the training program 
operations in fiscal year 1996. It also 
states that the committee expects the 
Defense Department to accommodate 
any long-term leasing costs for the 
planned facility within the amounts 
appropriated in the account for oper-
ations and maintenance, defensewide. 

I believe that the Department will 
accommodate these costs in the man-
ner suggested. I would like, therefore, 
to clarify the view of the Appropria-
tions Committee. Is it the under-
standing of the committee that once 
the Department meets the reporting 
requirements contained in the Defense 
authorization bill for fiscal year 1996 
on the necessity for establishing a cen-
ter for financial management training 
and education, the Department will be 
free to enter into a capital lease for the 
establishment of the center without 
seeking further appropriation of funds 
or reprogramming authority? 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, that is my un-
derstanding. The committee acknowl-
edges the justification for the training 
and education program, to ensure that 
the Defense Department’s financial 
managers receive the necessary profes-
sional training. As stated in its report, 
the committee intends the Department 
have the authority to enter into a cap-
ital lease for the center for financial 
management, education, and training, 
using funds appropriated in the oper-
ations and maintenance account. 
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Mr. INOUYE. I concur with my col-

league, the chairman of the Defense 
Subcommittee. The Defense Depart-
ment has the authority to proceed with 
this worthwhile project, once the re-
quirements contained in the fiscal year 
1996 Defense Authorization Act are 
met. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senators 
for their comments. 

SURPLUS DOD HELICOPTERS 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, this 

amendment will set aside $5 million for 
the conversion of surplus Defense De-
partment helicopters for counter-drug 
activities. This funding is needed to up-
grade these helicopters with new radio 
and avionics equipment, search lights, 
upgraded landing gear and other im-
provements. 

There is currently a program at DOD 
that provides surplus military equip-
ment to local law enforcement agen-
cies for counter-drug purposes. How-
ever, no funding is currently available 
to convert the military equipment for 
use by local law enforcement. Local-
ities simply do not have the funds nec-
essary to implement this important 
program. 

This funding is critical to allow local 
law enforcement agencies to respond to 
increased drug trafficking. For exam-
ple, in Sacramento, there have been 
several large arrests made of drug 
transporting thousands of pounds of 
marijuana and heroin. The city plans 
to use the surplus helicopters for inter-
diction of traffickers through their 
area. 

This $5 million appropriation will 
make a huge difference in the ability of 
localities to utilize these surplus heli-
copters. I thank my colleagues for 
their support in adopting this very im-
portant amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, before we 
conclude consideration of the Fiscal 
Year 1996 Defense Appropriations Bill, I 
want to commend Chairman STEVENS 
and Senator INOUYE for all of their 
work in preparing this bill. This is per-
haps one of the most important appro-
priations bills we pass each year. With 
the largest share of defense spending, 
this bill funds such critical accounts as 
operation & maintenance, procure-
ment, research & development, and 
military pay and personnel. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am pleased to support this bill. 

This year, again, the President sub-
mitted to Congress a defense budget 
which was woefully inadequate. As I 
am sure most of my colleagues know, 
long-term readiness is funded through 
the Procurement and R&D accounts, 
but under the President’s budget, the 
procurement accounts were down 67.4 
percent from their fiscal year 1985 
peak. Additionally, the Research, De-
velopment Test & Evaluation accounts 
had fallen every year since hitting an 
FY 1988 high. Under the President’s 
budget, these accounts would continue 
to plummet for the next 5 years. For 
all the administration’s rhetoric, pro-
curement spending and procurement 
rates are at their lowest levels in 45 

years. Despite the administration’s 
promises to enhance force capabilities, 
modernization has come to a virtual 
standstill. The bottom line is that 
under the Clinton administration, our 
forces have simply become smaller, but 
not more capable. 

However, the Republican controlled 
Congress has kept faith with our prom-
ise to the American people to restore 
our national security. We refuse to 
continue down the path which would 
lead us back to a hollow military. We 
have added $7 billion in overall defense 
spending, turning the corner on defense 
spending. The Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee, under the direction of 
Senator STEVENS has worked to ensure 
that these additional funds were allo-
cated to ensure not only our near-term 
readiness, but also to ensure that our 
forces were prepared to prevail in any 
future battle. This bill not only in-
creases funding for accounts such as 
operation and maintenance but also for 
the Procurement and Research & De-
velopment accounts. 

Let me be clear. This year’s increase 
does not fix all of the Department’s 
funding problems. In fact, the burden 
for ensuring the readiness of our mili-
tary again shifts back to the adminis-
tration and the Department of Defense. 
In preparing next year’s defense budg-
et, the administration should follow 
the lead of this Congress. 

In closing, I again thank the chair-
man and ranking member for their 
hard work in shaping this defense bill 
and I am pleased to support it. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I know 
that the Senator from Nebraska is here 
to speak, and I am sorry to delay him. 

I want the clerk to clear with me, 
and see if the desk is in agreement 
with me, that we now have pending be-
fore the Senate under the procedure 
adopted for amendments filed by 8:30. I 
have the Bumpers amendment No. 2398, 
Harkin amendment No. 2400, and the 
Kerry motion to recommit; is that cor-
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. But there are addi-
tional amendments beyond those. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask the clerk pro-
vide us with a copy of those amend-
ments. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am in error. I forgot 
to list the Hutchison amendment No. 
2396. I know that is pending. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2399 WITHDRAWN 
Mr. STEVENS. Amendment No. 2399 

is a duplicative amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent. That was already considered in 
another form as an amendment sub-
mitted by Mr. HARKIN. 

I withdraw this amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has that right. 
The amendment is withdrawn. 
So the amendment (No. 2399) was 

withdrawn. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2422 AND 2423 WITHDRAWN 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I with-

draw amendments Nos. 2422 and 2423, 
which were proposed by me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments are withdrawn. 

So the amendments (Nos. 2422 and 
2423) were withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2408 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I call 

up amendment No. 2408 for Mr. PRYOR. 
This is an amendment offered by Sen-

ator PRYOR dealing with certain cer-
tification requirements and approval 
beyond low-rate initial production for 
the theater missile defense intercep-
tors. 

We have discussed this matter with 
the Senator from Arkansas and are 
prepared to accept it. It may have to be 
modified in conference, but we wish to 
accept it in its present form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

So the amendment (No. 2408) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, if I might 
have the attention of the managers of 
the bill, I must make a statement that 
I had not intended to make, but be-
cause of a very recent development I 
have a responsibility to advise the Sen-
ate that I have just been advised that 
the junior Senator from the State of 
Texas has filed an amendment to the 
Defense appropriations bill before the 
Senate that would duplicate the provi-
sions in the Defense authorization bill 
allocating up to $50 million for 
hydronuclear testing. 

It has not been generally known, I 
guess, but it should be established now 
that this Senator has been the prin-
ciple proponent of a move to block pas-
sage of the Defense authorization bill 
until after the recess, primarily be-
cause the authorization for such tests 
that are also in the authorization bill 
on which we had a debate last week 
was a very close vote. 

I had agreed after many people on 
this side of the aisle in talking to me, 
I had agreed not to press this issue and 
thereby to not delay passage of the De-
fense appropriations bill that is now 
before the Senate and is generally 
thought to be ready for passage some-
time tomorrow. 

If the Senator from Texas persists 
with her amendment in that regard, I 
withdraw my understanding not to in-
terrupt passage of the appropriations 
bill. 

Mr. President, earlier in the day I 
had written some thoughts that I am 
going to deliver now that were aimed 
primarily at the Defense authorization 
bill, but much of my objection to the 
Defense authorization bill is also incor-
porated in the appropriations bill that 
I had not intended, until the action by 
the Senator from Texas, to bring up 
until some other time. 

To fully explain this to the Senate, 
and I have been under a lot of pressure 
from those on this side to not take the 
stand that I must take because I think 
a very important principle is involved, 
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and I might say that there are many 
Senators on this side of the aisle and 
some, including the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, who agreed 
with me. 

Mr. President, I am advising the Sen-
ate that I will do everything reason-
ably within my power to block passage 
of the Department of Defense author-
ization bill that is still before the Sen-
ate and under the new action by the 
Senator from Texas that has now ex-
panded to include the Defense appro-
priations bill, as well. 

This is, indeed, a sharp departure 
from the norm by this Senator. For the 
first time in my 17 years here, I am 
diametrically opposed to the package 
of a Department of Defense authoriza-
tion bill and the appropriations bill, as 
well. 

There is still time to make some sig-
nificant changes necessary that may 
allow for passage of the appropriations 
bill, but time is wasting. My remarks 
apply to both the defense authorization 
and the appropriations bills. 

There are many specific provisions in 
the Defense authorization bill and the 
appropriations bill that are, in my 
opinion, absurd and fraught with defi-
ciencies with regard to the legitimate 
national security interests of the 
United States of America. 

Equally appalling are the parts of 
this bill that clearly rebuke our Na-
tion’s stated policies, our treaty obli-
gations, and our responsibilities as a 
leader of the free world. In many re-
spects this bill is an abomination from 
the standpoint of our Nation’s thought-
ful policies concerning the security of 
mankind tomorrow and well into the 
next century. 

If ever there was a clear example of 
the United States sticking its head in 
the sand to escape reality in the most 
thoughtless manner, this is it. 

Obviously, Defense policy and foreign 
affairs go hand and hand. The net re-
sult of the Defense authorization and 
to a considerable extent, the appropria-
tions bill, as presently written, is that 
we are simply throwing up our hands in 
applause of short-sighted isolationism. 

For the purpose of this discussion, 
allow me to concentrate on only two of 
the most glaring potential disasters in 
the legislation as it has come out of 
committee, each of which has been af-
firmed by relatively close votes on the 
floor of the Senate last week. 

They both have to do with nuclear 
weapons initiative. They both dramati-
cally reverse existing national policies. 
I speak of the provisions in the Defense 
authorization bill concerning the viola-
tion of the antiballistic missile ABM 
Treaty and the related matter that the 
United States resume nuclear weapons 
testing which would likely end any 
chance of successfully concluding a 
comprehensive test ban treaty agree-
ment. 

Mr. President, this Senator has been 
pressing the administration for a firm 
statement on this policy. This is nec-
essary more than ever because of the 

recent announcements by the French 
that they are continuing nuclear test-
ing again, and now that is causing 
great political unrest against the Gov-
ernment in France because of that ac-
tion as has been quite prominently dis-
played in the press. 

Likewise, the Chinese are doing addi-
tional nuclear testing. If the United 
States of America begins any kind of 
nuclear testing, and I emphasize any 
kind, it is going to eliminate any 
chance that we could have a real com-
prehensive nuclear test ban treaty. 

The unilateral break out of the ABM 
Treaty was thoroughly debated on the 
floor last week and the Senate’s final 
disposition of the issue remains unre-
solved. There can be no question that 
the President will veto this bill as it is 
written. There has been some progress 
towards correcting some of the most 
onerous provisions with regard to the 
ballistic missile treaty. 

I am studying those at the present 
time, but I wish to focus tonight on a 
controversy that is in the long run 
maybe even more damaging to world 
peace. That is the resumption of nu-
clear testing and its affect on the com-
prehensive test ban negotiations. 

While both arms control matters are 
extremely important, the ABM Treaty 
issue involves only two countries: The 
United States and Russia. 

On the other hand, the comprehen-
sive test ban treaty involves almost 
every country in the world, regardless 
of their size or nuclear capability 
today and in the future. 

I have reason to believe that in the 
very immediate future the Clinton ad-
ministration is going to take a very 
strong stand on this matter that will 
clearly indicate that the Senate did the 
right thing 3 years ago, when the Hat-
field-Exon-Mitchell amendment was 
agreed to. And the Senate did the 
wrong thing when it reported out of the 
Armed Services Committee the begin-
ning of tests all over again. 

In Friday’s debate on the nuclear 
testing issue, there were gross 
misstatements about the Exon-Hatfield 
et al amendment to delete the $50 mil-
lion funding authorization to resume 
testing reported out by the Armed 
Services Committee. This proposal 
would violate the carefully crafted 
Hatfield-Exon-Mitchell nuclear testing 
law of 3 years ago. 

The gross distortion of facts I refer 
to, possibly unwittingly but neverthe-
less untrue, contributed to the narrow 
vote overturning our Nation’s nuclear 
testing policy. I refer primarily to the 
series of false statements made by the 
opposition to our amendment on the 
recent report of the Jasons group. The 
Jasons group is a collection of the 
most renowned and best informed sci-
entists from our three national labora-
tories, including noted physicist Sid-
ney Drell, regarding the resumption of 
so-called small nuclear tests at our Ne-
vada test site. 

While I inserted the complete text of 
the JASON report—the executive sum-

mary of the JASON report into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Friday, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Wash-
ington Post article be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. EXON. Whether intentional or 

not, what the opponents of our amend-
ment did was distort, for their own 
purpose, the latest report from the 
JASON group. I quote briefly from the 
article from the Washington Post that 
I just referenced. The story opens with 
this statement: 

A group of eminent U.S. physicists and nu-
clear weapons designers has concluded that 
the military has neither ‘‘a present nor an-
ticipated’’ need for small nuclear weapons 
tests that a Senate majority voted last week 
to spend $50 million to prepare for. 

Mr. President, it goes on in the next 
paragraph: 

The scientific group concluded after a six- 
week study for the Department of Energy 
that conducting the small explosives would 
not add measurably to the safety and reli-
ability of the U.S. nuclear arsenal, which the 
scientists said has been solidly established 
by more than 1,000 nuclear explosions. 

Then, Mr. President, I go to the last 
paragraph of the story which sums it 
up. 

This summary [that I have been ref-
erencing] stated that the group’s detailed 
findings ‘‘are consistent with [a] U.S. agree-
ment to enter into a Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty of unending duration’’ provided 
that the treaty allows the country to with-
draw if warranted by ‘‘supreme national in-
terests.’’ 

I believe that this study represents the 
views of a very diverse and experienced sci-
entific community, 

said Drell, the Panel’s chairman. 
Now, Mr. President, I hope and I ex-

pect that the Members of the United 
States Senate will study very carefully 
this whole issue, before we rush ahead. 
That is why I strenuously object to the 
inclusion of this matter in the appro-
priations bill, where it was left out 
during the considerations of that com-
mittee. 

So I repeat, whether intentional or 
not, these false statements that the op-
ponents used against our amendment 
distorted for their own purposes the 
latest report of the JASON group, by 
confusing the justification for non-
nuclear ‘‘hydro-dynamic’’ testing with 
that of low-yield nuclear detonations 
associated with ‘‘hydro-nuclear tests,’’ 
which is what is authorized in the de-
fense authorization bill. 

By generally falsifying the report’s 
conclusions and selectively lifting 
statements, the opponents of the Exon- 
Hatfield amendment were able to but-
tress their ill-advised and false argu-
ments. 

Mr. President, I hope this statement 
and the following report from the 
Washington Post and other events that 
are likely to occur in the immediate 
future will make it clear to all Sen-
ators who may have been unfortu-
nately misled by the debate on the 
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Exon-Hatfield amendment by the oppo-
nents that what the true findings of 
the JASON report are might study it, 
might change their minds. 

I hope certain Members will recon-
sider their positions in light of this 
clarification and vote to overturn the 
committee provisions at some time in 
the future. 

To protect that possibility I must re-
emphasize once again that I will do ev-
erything reasonably within my power 
to make certain that that is not au-
thorized, the $50 million is not author-
ized as the JASON committee and oth-
ers say it is not necessary. It is a waste 
of money. 

So I thought I had the obligation to-
night, since I just found out about this, 
to advise the Senate and especially the 
two leaders of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, whom I have great respect for, 
because I did not want to blindside 
them. 

I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 9, 1995] 
PHYSICISTS SAY SMALL NUCLEAR TESTS 
BACKED BY SENATE ARE UNNECESSARY 

(By R. Jeffrey Smith) 
A group of eminent U.S. physicists and nu-

clear weapons designers has concluded that 
the military has neither a ‘‘present nor an-
ticipated’’ need for the small nuclear weap-
ons tests that a Senate majority voted last 
week to spend $50 million to prepare for. 

The scientific group concluded after a six- 
week study for the Department of Energy 
that conducting the small explosions would 
not add measurably to the safety and reli-
ability of the U.S. nuclear arsenal, which the 
scientists said has been solidly established 
by more than 1,000 test nuclear explosions. 

‘‘The United States can, today, have high 
confidence in the safety, reliability, and per-
formance margins of the nuclear weapons 
that are designated to remain in the endur-
ing stockpile,’’ said a summary of the 
group’s report. It was signed by several of 
the country’s veteran bomb designers under 
the auspices of JASONS, a group of academic 
scientists who consult for the government on 
national problems. 

The report, which has been presented to 
Secretary of Defense William J. Perry, Sec-
retary of Energy Hazel R. O’Leary and other 
top administration officials, was issued dur-
ing a growing debate in Congress and within 
the administration over the merits of addi-
tional nuclear testing. 

The Clinton administration has been un-
able for months to decide whether to propose 
additional nuclear tests, due to disagreement 
between testing proponents at the Pentagon 
and opponents at the Energy Department, 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and 
the office of the White House science adviser. 

On Friday, the Senate voted 56 to 44 to 
keep $50 million to prepare for so-called 
hydronuclear tests, even though the admin-
istration has said it does not plan to conduct 
any during 1996. 

Proponents of additional nuclear testing, 
largely from the Republican majority, have 
argued that more explosions are needed to 
ensure that weapons remain safe and reli-
able. The administration, in negotiations 
being conducted in Geneva on a global ac-
cord barring all nuclear testing, has simi-
larly insisted on the right to continue set-
ting off extremely small-scale nuclear explo-
sions for the purpose of maintaining the U.S. 
arsenal. 

The group’s report was endorsed by four of 
the principal designers of the U.S. nuclear 
arsenal: John Kammerdiener and John Rich-
ter of the Los Alamos National Laboratory 
in New Mexico, Robert Peurifoy of the 
Sandia National Laboratories in New Mex-
ico, and Seymour Sack of the Livermore Na-
tional Laboratory in California. 

The 14-member group also included noted 
Princeton physicist Freeman Dyson, IBM 
scientist Richard Garwin, University of Cali-
fornia physicist Marshal Rosenbluth and 
Stanford physicist Sidney Drell, each of 
whom has worked on aspects of U.S. nuclear 
weaponry for more than three decades. 

Besides challenging the merits of the 
hydronuclear tests, which would have an ex-
plosive yield equivalent to about 4 pounds of 
TNT, the report also challenges the pre-
vailing Pentagon view that conducting larg-
er nuclear explosions is also essential to en-
suring that U.S. nuclear weapons will con-
tinue to operate. 

It states that while such tests would 
doubtless provide interesting data, the coun-
try should pursue other, better routes to 
maintaining the nuclear arsenal, such as 
supporting an extensive program of weapons 
surveillance and a ‘‘significant industrial in-
frastructure’’ to maintain aging weapons 
components. 

The summary stated that the group’s de-
tailed findings ‘‘are consistent with [a] U.S. 
agreement to enter into a Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) of unending dura-
tion’’ provided that the treaty allows the 
country to withdraw if warranted by ‘‘su-
preme national interest.’’ 

‘‘I believe that this study represents the 
views of a very diverse and experienced sci-
entific community,’’ said Drell, the panel’s 
chairman. 

Mr. STEVENS. We are awaiting tem-
porarily for what we would call the 
wrap-up. 

So I ask, as in morning business, Mr. 
President, to make this statement. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

(During today’s session of the Sen-
ate, the following morning business 
was transacted.) 

f 

COMMUNITY INVESTMENT 
PROGRAM 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, while 
efforts to address the needs of our less- 
developed communities have often 
come up short, innovation from the 
private sector has been instrumental in 
locating problems and providing suc-
cessful solutions. Past experience 
shows that successful community de-
velopment can only be achieved 
through an equal partnership between 
the public and private sector. 

Each year, on behalf of the Federal 
Housing Finance Board [FHFB] and 
Federal Home Loan Bank System 
[FHLBS], 12 financial institutions from 
around the country are recognized for 
exemplary efforts in the revitalization 
of America’s communities. I am 
pleased to announce that three finan-
cial institutions in Montana that are 
part of Glacier Bancorp, Inc. have been 
chosen by the Federal Home Loan 
Bank of Seattle to receive the Commu-
nity Partnership Award for 1995. They 
include Glacier Bank, F.S.B. of Kali-

spell, the First National Bank of 
Whitefish, and the First National Bank 
of Eureka. 

Glacier Bank and its two affiliates 
were recognized for developing innova-
tive ways of using the Affordable Hous-
ing Program [AHP] and the Commu-
nity Investment Program [CIP] funds 
to create homeownership opportunities 
for low- and moderate-income families, 
and for working with numerous non-
profit partners and local governments 
to help meet community needs. 

These institutions hold $84 million in 
regular advances and have used Federal 
Home Loan Bank funding programs to 
assemble a full range of single and 
multifamily loan products, many of 
which would not have been possible 
without FHLB funding. In addition, 
they also used advances to match fund 
their FHA/VA loans and developed a 
portfolio loan product called BOB that 
is also funded with advances. 

While using the Affordable Housing 
Program, Glacier Bancorp, Inc., and its 
institutions have sponsored three suc-
cessful AHP projects receiving $301,000 
in targeted grants. Glacier Bank and 
the city of Kalispell are responsible for 
devising an innovative financing pack-
age to preserve an apartment complex 
in downtown Kalispell for very low-in-
come and homeless individuals. Under 
the same program, Glacier Bank was 
awarded AHP funds for a homeowner-
ship project to help low- and moderate- 
income households purchase homes in 
distressed neighborhoods. Without Gla-
cier’s commitment to relax their un-
derwriting standards for these homes, 
the project would not have been pos-
sible. These projects will create afford-
able housing for 64 households. 

Under the Community Investment 
Program, the institutions have used $17 
million in CIP funds for homeowner 
programs benefiting 3000 households. 

These examples of civic responsi-
bility and the spirit of community are 
only a few of Glacier Bancorp, Inc. ef-
forts to create affordable housing for 
less developed communities. This insti-
tutions’ achievements should serve as a 
reminder of what is possible when the 
private sector acts locally in an inno-
vative alliance with the Government. 

f 

INCOME TAX TREATIES 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, today I 
rise to share my thoughts about sev-
eral income tax treaties now pending 
before the Senate. I’m very must op-
posed to the income tax treaties that 
are now awaiting action in the Senate. 
But my opposition stems more from 
the Treasury Department’s stated in-
terpretation of the pending treaties 
than the actual language in the trea-
ties themselves. 

Treasury Department officials inter-
pret one article in each of these trea-
ties as preventing the United States 
from scrapping its outdated arm’s 
length enforcement approach on cor-
porate income tax and replacing it 
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